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ARRA BROADBAND SPENDING 


THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 2011 

House of Representatives, 

Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
Subcommittee on Communications and Technology, 

Washington, DC. 

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:00 a.m., in room 
2322 of the Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Greg Walden 
(chairman of the subcommittee) presiding. 

Members present: Representatives Walden, Terry, Stearns, 
Shimkus, Bono Mack, Bass, Blackburn, Gingrey, Scalise, Latta, 
Guthrie, Kinzinger, Barton, Eshoo, Markey, Doyle, Matsui, Barrow, 
Towns, DeGette, Dingell, and Waxman (ex officio). 

Staff present: Ray Baum, Senior Policy Advisor, C&T; Mike 
Bloomquist, Deputy General Counsel; Allison Busbee, Legislative 
Clerk; Fred Neil, Chief Counsel, C&T; Peter Kielty, Senior Legisla- 
tive Analyst; Brian McCullough, Senior Professional Staff Member, 
CMT; Jeff Mortier, Professional Staff Member; Katie Novaria, Leg- 
islative Clerk; Lyn Walker, Coordinator, Admin./Human Resources; 
Roger Sherman, Chief Counsel; Shawn Chang, Counsel; Jeff Cohen, 
Counsel; and Sarah Fisher, Policy Analyst. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GREG WALDEN, A REPRESENT- 
ATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF OREGON 

Mr. Walden. The subcommittee will come to order. And I would 
like to ask any of our guests we probably have some seats there 
you can take advantage of 

And I want to recognize myself for an opening statement. I want 
to welcome you all today. With today’s hearing we begin exercising 
our important oversight role regarding the approximately $7 billion 
in taxpayer money the ARRA allocated to the NTIA and the RUS 
for broadband grants and loans. We will start to examine what the 
money is being used for and how we can minimize waste, fraud, 
and abuse. We will also consider a staff discussion draft intended 
to improve oversight and return unused or reclaimed money to the 
United States Treasury. I want to emphasize that this is a discus- 
sion draft. It is only a starting point. We hope it will elicit sugges- 
tions from our colleagues on both side of the aisle, the witnesses, 
and any other interested parties to help accomplish a goal I think 
we all share that is treating taxpayer money with the utmost care 
and insuring that when we do spend it, it gets spent wisely. 

When we originally considered the broadband provisions of the 
ARRA in the Energy and Commerce Committee, my colleagues and 
I suggested some revisions. We were not convinced that this much 

( 1 ) 
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money needed to be spent. Private sector investment has resulted 
in 95 percent of the country having access to broadband and two- 
thirds of the country subscribing. As the FCC’s national broadband 
plan pointed out, we have gone from 8 million broadband sub- 
scribers to 200 million in approximately a decade. We propose 
therefore that any subsidies be targeted to the five percent of 
households that are unserved and only if it is otherwise uneco- 
nomic for the private sector to deploy there. And we thought it 
would be a good idea to finish the nationwide broadband map be- 
fore the government started to spend the taxpayer’s money. Our 
suggestions were not adopted. We will be interested to see the re- 
sults and hopefully to learn from the things that work and the 
things that don’t. Measuring performance I think is crucial. Other- 
wise we won’t know what is worth repeating and what we should 
avoid. 

A cost benefit analysis is also important. With a $1.48 trillion 
deficit this year and enormous deficits predicted for the rest of the 
decade we have a responsibility to cut costs. I would suggest for ex- 
ample we determine how much we end up spending for each addi- 
tional broadband subscriber. We ought to know that. All of this is 
important not just to evaluate the programs at hand. We are, after 
all, soon to embark on a discussion of how to reform the Universal 
Service Fund and the President has also recently announced a goal 
of reaching 98 percent of the country with wireless broadband. I 
love the goal, but believe we must be cost efficient about how we 
go about it and be realistic in our expectations of what taxpayers 
can afford. In pursuit of this goal, increasing the deployment of 
wireless broadband to the unserved areas of rural American, it will 
be important to remember the colloquial definition of insanity; and 
that is repeating the same actions but expecting a different out- 
come. 

While there has been disagreement over provisions in the ARRA, 
everyone agrees on the importance of oversight. My concerns about 
possible waste, fraud, and abuse are heightened by the fact that 
the only funding currently available to the NTIA for oversight ex- 
pires March 4 with the continuing resolution. My hope is that we 
can discuss with the Government Accountability Office and the in- 
spectors general what we should be keeping an eye out for what 
they ordinarily do in their oversight roles and what we can do help 
them in that task. The draft legislation is offered in that vein. It 
would ensure that the NTIA and the RUS report to Congress on 
any red flags the inspectors general find as well on what they pro- 
pose to do about it. It would also help ensure that any money that 
is returned, reclaimed, or goes unused is put back in the U.S. 
Treasury. One would think that is the ordinary course but there is 
some ambiguity in the law about whether and when the program 
administrators must de-obligate funding and whether it comes back 
to the Treasury when they do. 

So I look forward to hearing from our witnesses about the lan- 
guage in the draft bill and where there are things that they sug- 
gest we should change. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Walden follows:] 
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Prepared Statement of Hon. Greg Walden 

Welcome. With today’s hearing we begin exercising our important oversight role 
regarding the approximately $7 billion in teixpayer money the AREA allocated to the 
NTIA and the RUS for broadband grants and loans. We will start to examine what 
the money is being used for and how we can minimize waste, fraud, and abuse. We 
will also consider a staff discussion draft intended to improve oversight and return 
unused or reclaimed money to the U.S. Treasury. 

I want to emphasize that this is a discussion draft. It is only a starting point. 
We hope it will elicit suggestions from our colleagues, the witnesses, and any other 
interested parties to help accomplish a goal we all share: treating taxpayer money 
with the utmost care and ensuring that when we do spend it, we spend it wisely. 

When we originally considered the broadband provisions of the ARRA in this com- 
mittee, my colleagues and I suggested some revisions. We were not convinced that 
this much money needed to be spent. Private sector investment has resulted in 95 
percent of the country having access to broadband and two-thirds of the country 
subscribing, as the FCC’s national broadband plan pointed out. We have gone from 
8 million broadband subscribers to 200 million in approximately a decade. 

We proposed, therefore, that any subsidies be targeted to the five percent of 
households that are unserved, and only if it is otherwise uneconomic for the private 
sector to deploy there. And we thought it a good idea to finish a nationwide 
broadband map before we started the spending. 

Our suggestions were not adopted. We will be interested to see the results, and 
hopefully to learn from the things that work, and the things that don’t. Measuring 
performance will be crucial. Otherwise we won’t know what is worth repeating and 
what we should avoid. A cost benefit analysis is also important. With a $1.48 trillion 
deficit this year and enormous deficits predicted for the rest of the decade, we have 
a responsibility to cut costs. I would suggest, for example, we determine how much 
we end up spending for each additional broadband subscriber. 

All of this is important not just to evaluate the programs at hand. We are, after 
all, soon to embark on a discussion of how to reform of the Universal Service Fund. 
And the President has also recently announced a goal of reaching 98 percent of the 
country with wireless broadband. I laud the goal but believe we must be cost-effi- 
cient about how we go about it and be realistic in our expectations of what tax- 
payers can afford. In pursuit of the goal of increasing the deployment of wireless 
broadband to the unserved areas of rural America, it will be important to remember 
the colloquial definition of “insanity”: repeating the same actions and expecting dif- 
ferent results. 

While there has been disagreement over provisions in the ARRA, everyone agrees 
on the importance of oversight. My concerns about possible waste fraud and abuse 
are heightened by the fact that the only funding currently available to the NTIA 
for oversight expires March 4 with the Continuing Resolution. My hope is that we 
can discuss with the Government Accountability Office and the inspectors general 
what we should be keeping an eye out for, what they ordinarily do in their oversight 
roles, and what we can be doing to help them in that task. 

The draft legislation is offered in that vein. It would ensure that the NTIA and 
the RUS report to Congress on any red flags the inspectors general find, as well 
as on what they propose to do about it. It would also help ensure that any money 
that is returned, reclaimed, or goes unused is put back in the U.S. Treasury. One 
would think that is the ordinary course, but there is some ambiguity in the law 
about whether and when the program administrators must “de-obligate” funding, 
and whether it comes back to the treasury when they do. 

I look forward to hearing from our witnesses about the language in the draft bill 
and whether there are other things they suggest we add. 

Mr. Walden. With the minute-and-a-half left I would like to 
defer now to the gentleman from Texas, Mr. Barton, and yield the 
remainder of my time. 

Mr. Barton. Well, thank you. Chairman Walden. It is good to 
see you in the Chair. I am sure we are going to have a very produc- 
tive subcommittee and I look forward to working with you and Ms. 
Eshoo on a wide range of telecommunications issues. 

This issue is something that shows the subcommittee in its over- 
sight role. We have had a number of concerns about the broadband 
plan as it was rolled out several years ago. And my position as 
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ranking member and Mr. Stearns who was the ranking member of 
this subcommittee in the last Congress, we wrote several letters to 
some of you that are sitting at the table asking about how the 
funds were being spent and where the grants were going. Some of 
the answers we got back to those letters were to say the least un- 
satisfactory. So, today in the Majority with Mr. Walden as Chair- 
man, we are going to ask some of those same questions. We cer- 
tainly support broadband. We support broadband in rural America, 
but we also think the money should be spent wisely, effectively, 
and transparently. 

So I look forward to the testimony, and Mr. Chairman, again I 
look forward to working with you. This is an important sub- 
committee. The economy of the United States can be very positively 
impacted by what we do in this subcommittee. So with that let us 
have a good hearing and let us get to work. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Barton follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Hon. Joe Barton 

Thank you Mr. Chairman for holding this important hearing. As Chairman Emer- 
itus, I firmly stand with Chairman Upton and Subcommittee Chairman Walden in 
further investigating the broadband spending in the American Recovery and Rein- 
vestment Act (ARRA). 

The Recovery Act provided $4.7 billion to the National Technology and Informa- 
tion Administration (NTIA) to create the Broadband Technology Opportunities Pro- 
gram (BTOP) and $2.5 billion to the Rural Utilities Service (RUS) to create the 
Broadband Incentive Program (BIP). These programs were created to extend 
broadband service to those rural areas that were without service. Unfortunately, it 
has been brought to the attention of Congress that both programs have not been 
administered as efficiently as possible and both have either awarded rural areas 
with grants that already have access to broadband or have completely eliminated 
their requirement to only target areas without broadband service. 

I believe that broadband technology has the potential to create jobs, fundamen- 
tally alter our economy, and improve the quality of life for many Americans. While 
I was in support of the President’s efforts to focus on expanding broadband tech- 
nology, this is an issue that deserves great oversight and accountability to ensure 
that taxpayer dollars are being spent efficiently. As Ranking Member of this com- 
mittee, I was intent on questioning both the RUS and the NTIA in their handling 
of the $7.2 billion allocated to them for implementing the broadband award pro- 
grams established by the Recovery Act. In March of 2009, I sent a letter to both 
RUS and NTIA to recommend that we prioritize funds towards projects in States 
where broadband mapping was complete; towards unserved areas before under- 
served areas; towards projects that were sustainable without additional government 
funding; and toward projects that were most cost-effective. Because of my steadily 
increasing concern, I sent another letter in December of 2009 to encourage both or- 
ganizations to use greater oversight when awarding grants and use more efficient 
metrics to decide on awardees. 

We owe it to the American people to ensure that their hard-earned dollars are 
being used as efficiently as possible. If the law mandates that a program has a spe- 
cific purpose, I believe that we must honor the law and have integrity in our imple- 
mentation of the law. I look forward to hearing from our witnesses and working to 
create greater oversight of the broadband spending in the Recovery Act. 

Mr. Walden. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I now am delighted to 
yield the — for opening statement purposes to my ranking member 
on the subcommittee, Anna Eshoo from California. We have al- 
ready met and talked and I look forward to a very productive rela- 
tionship on this subcommittee as we work to improve telecommuni- 
cations in our country and so delighted to work with you and I 
yield the 5 minutes to you. 



5 


OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. ANNA G. ESHOO, A REP- 
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALI- 
FORNIA 

Ms. Eshoo. Thank you, Mr. Chairman very much for your gen- 
erous comments. I want to return them by wishing you well and 
congratulating you on being the Chairman of this subcommittee 
which is really so important, I agree, to our national economy. 

There are a number of issues that we are going to be working 
on and today’s hearing I think is an important one to examine the 
dollars that were appropriated, oversight of the Congress is one of 
the most important things that we do. So I know that the members 
on this side of the aisle look forward to working with you. Many 
of these issues are really nonpartisan so I hope that we can come 
together for the good of the country and produce products that the 
American people will be proud of and that will benefit the Nation. 
Again, I welcome the oversight of these two programs of the BTOP 
and the BIP because it is important to root out problems. It is also 
instructive because we then can find solutions to the problems. We 
need a thorough understanding if in fact there are obstacles that 
applicants and awardees face in gaining access to and utilizing the 
dollars that Congress appropriated. We have to ensure that the 
programs are efficient and effective because we all know what the 
consequences are in an era where every dollar is just so precious. 
We want these dollars to dance. We want them to count. 

The United States of America invented the Internet, but today 
we are falling behind in broadband deployment and by some meas- 
ure we are now ranked 15th in the world. There are different 
measurements but the one that eludes us is number one. And I 
think if we do anything together that we raise that up and that the 
United States really take over and be number one in the world. We 
need significant investment from both the public and the private 
sectors to close the gaps and increase broadband affordability and 
ensure that Americans have access to the highest speeds and the 
latest technology. And I wanted to repeat that — the highest speeds 
and the latest technology. That is why I strongly advocated more 
than 2 years ago for recovery act funding to expand broadband de- 
ployment in our country. And that is what I — why I raise it. Again, 
because I think that America should be number one, not 15th, or 
24th, or 17th. If we could build the transcontinental railroad in the 
1800s, I think that we can certainly do this. So, 2 years ago a study 
predicted that adding 30 million new broadband lines would raise 
USGDP by over $110 billion. Others have specifically examined the 
benefits of broadband stimulus concluding that a $10 billion invest- 
ment in broadband networks could support an estimated 498,000 
new or retained U.S. jobs per year. And Mr. Chairman, at this 
point I would like to ask that the following be placed in the com- 
mittee’s record today. These are all comments from letters of Mem- 
bers relative to the program and their support of it. 

Mr. Walden. Without objection. 

[The information appears at the conclusion of the hearing.] 

Ms. Eshoo. Thank you. So, like the building of our Nation’s 
interstate highway system, this transformation won’t happen over- 
night. Recovery Act dollars have begun making their way into com- 
munities across the nation and when completed, these projects will 
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have a critical impact especially on community anchor institutions, 
an issue that Congresswoman Matsui and others worked very hard 
on the committee. Public safety, first responders, schools, libraries, 
public health facilities, these are all areas that affect every single 
one of our congressional Districts. NTIA and RUS have undertaken 
major task in administrating their respective programs. Along the 
way, there have been some bumps in the road. Some of which I, 
myself have raised in past hearings and in letters to the NTIA ad- 
ministrator. And these challenges are to be expected I think with 
a multiyear program. So we have an opportunity to strengthen 
these programs. I am committed to ensuring that there is success 
because the country needs this and I think in fact demands it. I 
think it is clear that our future depends upon the ubiquitous and 
rapid deployment of broadband and the Recovery Act is but a first 
step in this process and there is much more work to do. 

So thank you, Mr. Chairman, congratulations to you again. I 
don’t know how much time I have left, but 

Mr. Walden. None. You are out. 

Ms. Eshoo. None. OK. All right, I am out of time. 

Mr. Walden. You were perfectly timed to that one. 

Ms. Eshoo. All right, all right, perfectly timed to use all the 
time. Again, my congratulations to you and to all of the members. 
We look forward to working together with you. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Eshoo follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Hon. Anna G. Eshoo 

Thank you Mr. Chairman. I welcome our witnesses and thank them for appearing 
before our panel today. I welcome oversight of BTOP and BIP because it’s always 
important to root out problems and find solutions. We need a thorough under- 
standing of the obstacles that the applicants and awardees face in gaining access 
to and utilizing the money. We have to ensure the program is efficient and effective 
because the consequences for our nation, our economy, and our future are critical. 

The U.S. invented the Internet, but today we are falling behind in broadband de- 
ployment, and by some measure, we’re now ranked 15th in the world. We’ll need 
significant investment from both the public and private sectors to close the gaps, 
increase broadband affordability and ensure Americans have access to the highest 
speeds and latest technology. That’s why I strongly advocated more than two years 
ago, for Recovery Act funding to expand broadband deployment, because I believe 
America should be number one in technology and we need to make the investment 
to do so. If the U.S. could build the transcontinental railroad in the 1800s, we can 
certainly do this. 

Two years ago, a study predicted that adding 30 million new broadband lines 
would raise U.S. GDP by over $110 billion. Others have specifically examined the 
benefits of broadband stimulus, concluding that a $10 billion investment in 
broadband networks could support an estimated 498,000 new or retained U.S. jobs 
for a year. 

Like the building of our nation’s interstate highway system, this transformation 
will not come overnight. Recovery Act dollars have begun making their way into 
communities across the nation. When completed, these projects will have a critical 
impact on community anchor institutions such as public safety first responders, 
schools, libraries and public health facilities, as well as small businesses and di- 
rectly into homes around the country. We need to ensure we’re doing ever 3 dhing we 
can to quickly get these funds out to the communities that so desperately need 
them. 

NTIA and RUS have undertaken a major task in administering their respective 
programs. Along the way, there have been some bumps in the road, some of which 
I’ve raised in past hearings, and in letters to the NTIA Administrator. These chal- 
lenges are to be expected with a multi-year program supporting the build-out of 
large, complex infrastructure projects. But we must meet these challenges head-on, 
and not take them as a sign that the overall program is flawed. 
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We have an opportunity to strengthen these programs and I’m committed to en- 
suring the continued success of BTOP and BIP. Proper oversight of BTOP and BIP 
will ensure federal money is used towards its intended purpose: expanding 
broadband deployment. When problems are identified, let’s find solutions, not point 
blame. 

It’s clear our future depends upon the ubiquitous and rapid deployment of 
broadband. The Recovery Act funding is the first step in this process, but there’s 
much more work to be done to ensure America’s leadership on broadband. Thank 
you for being here today and I look forward to your testimony. 

Mr. Walden. Thank you very much. Now we will yield for 5 min- 
utes to the Vice Chairman of the committee, a gentleman who has 
put a lot of time and effort into telecommunications issues espe- 
cially a Universal Service Fund over the years, Mr. Lee Terry of 
Omaha. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. LEE TERRY, A REPRESENTA- 
TIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEBRASKA 

Mr. Terry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased that we are 
exercising our oversight over the broadband provisions of the stim- 
ulus bill. While some of may have wished that the $7 billion allo- 
cated for broadband would have been designated for only unserved 
households or that we would have waited until the broadband map- 
ping project was completed, was all should agree that it is impor- 
tant for this committee to be involved in oversight now that all the 
funds have been obligated. We must analyze risks associated with 
the program and help facilitate proper oversight by the adminis- 
trating agencies including our witnesses here today and thank you 
all for being here today. 

Given the current state of our economy and the absolute neces- 
sity to cut federal spending now it is imperative that we do our due 
diligence in making sure that proper oversight of both BTOP and 
BIP is conducted in that any waste, fraud, or abuse is eliminated 
and that any unused or misused money is returned to the Treas- 
ury. I realize the fine on unserved v. unserved is well, some people 
think it is over, but I do look forward to hearing from our witness 
Gary Shorman today on his concerns about an overbill that is tak- 
ing place in rural Kansas due to BIP award. We have received fur- 
ther complaints from Montana, from Maine, from Washington 
State, from Illinois, so you are not alone. Overbuilding in my opin- 
ion should be considered as waste and abuse as we are subsidizing 
competition in areas that are already being served by broadband 
providers. Many rural telecommunication companies have raised 
this issue with me since the stimulus was enacted and it would 
seem to me that this would be something the inspector general 
would like to examine when conducting oversight. It is my under- 
standing that although awards were obligated by September 30, 
2010, only 300 million on that has been spent to date under BTOP 
and less than 100 million has been dispersed under BIP. I look for- 
ward to hearing from our witnesses today on how disbursements 
will be handled from here on and what kind of performance mile- 
stones must be met as to avoid any rescission of funds. I am wor- 
ried that oversight could be needed for years to come on a program 
that was initially intended to be an immediate job creator and 
needed stimulus in our economy now. I understand that both RUS 
and NTIA will be challenged by the oversight, a dramatically larger 
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and more diverse portfolio of projects while also facing impact of 
a lack of sufficient oversight, staff, and resources. We must make 
sure they have hoth their ability to monitor and ensure compliance 
with the terms of the awards. I welcome a discussion on legislation 
that will ensure that any unused or reclaimed funds are returned 
to the federal Treasury and hope that we can act quickly but pru- 
dently in providing NTIA and RUS the appropriate resources to 
find these unused and reclaimed funds. And thank you for holding 
this hearing and I yield back. 

Mr. Walden. Thank the gentleman. Now I would like to recog- 
nize the ranking member of the Full Committee, the distinguished 
gentleman from California, Mr. Waxman for 5 minutes for an open- 
ing statement. 

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. HENRY A. WAXMAN, A REP- 
RESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALI- 
FORNIA 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. Chairman 
Walden, I thank you for scheduling this important hearing and 
congratulations on your new role as chairman of the Subcommittee 
on Communications and Technology. And I want to work with you 
and Ranking Member Eshoo and our members to accomplish im- 
portant bipartisan objectives. Despite some policy differences we 
can accomplish a great deal together. I hope we get started by ad- 
dressing spectrum availability and reform, universal service, and 
the construction of a nationwide interoperable broadband public 
safety network. We also need to conduct appropriate oversight of 
ongoing programs and the agencies under our jurisdiction. And I 
am pleased that our first subcommittee meeting is an oversight 
hearing of two important Recovery Act programs, the Broadband 
Technology Opportunies Program and the Broadband Initiatives 
Program. 

When Congress passed the landmark Recovery Act, we built 
oversight into the very structure of these programs. We knew it 
was imperative to provide the Departments of Commerce and Agri- 
culture with the tools necessary to conduct vigorous oversight of 
approximately $7 billion in broadband spending. The Commerce 
Department Inspector General was allocated $16 million and the 
Agriculture Department Inspector General $22.5 million to oversee 
and audit programs, grants, and activities funded by the Recovery 
Act. We need to ensure that the IGs and Agency program man- 
agers have enough resources for this significant task. 

With billions of dollars invested in hundreds of broadband 
projects throughout the Nation it would be irresponsible for Con- 
gress to skimp on oversight funding. We had a vigorous debate 
about the merits of the Recovery Act and the broadband programs 
at the start of the last Congress and it is clear that Republicans 
and Democrats did not agree on the merits, but we should all be 
able to agree that the agencies and their independent inspectors 
general should have adequate resources to oversee these projects. 

I am encouraged that we are going to hear today from the IGs 
at the Department of Commerce and Agriculture as well as the 
GAO. The Department of Commerce IG and GAO have been warn- 
ing Congress for months that adequate funding must be assured 



9 


for these activities. We should heed their advice. In our zeal for 
budget cutting we must not trade a temporary savings in the area 
of oversight for significantly larger future losses due to waste, 
fraud, or abuse. 

We will also hear from Eagle Communications, a company that 
has concerns about the BIP program and how RUS allegedly fund- 
ed competitors in its service area to the detriment of Eagle’s busi- 
ness. We should listen carefully to these concerns but it is unfortu- 
nate the subcommittee did not invite the RUS administrator to tes- 
tify today so we could be further enlightened. 

I am also pleased that we will hear from the CEO of the non- 
profit MERIT network, a Michigan based research and education 
network provider that is constructing more than 2,000 miles of 
“middle mile” shared infrastructure to address Michigan’s 
backhauled needs. Dr. Welch, a former Army Colonel who served 
as the Dean for Information Technology at WestPoint and the Chief 
of Software Engineering for Delta Force is also a constituent of Mr. 
Dingell’s and his project has bipartisan support from the Michigan 
delegation including Chairman Upton who has previously noted 
“this funding provides a tremendous boost to our region helping a 
home grown business expand and create jobs in an effort to deliver 
broadband to countless families, businesses, schools, libraries, and 
health centers across the state.” 

Finally, we have before us a Republican legislative proposal to 
capture de-obligated Recovery funds. None of us should oppose the 
prompt return of unused Recovery Act funds to the U.S. Treasury 
and I believe that is what current law requires. We should discuss 
how this new law — this new legislation differs from existing statu- 
tory requirements. We also should be careful not to establish a 
process to defund projects without cause especially now that obli- 
gated money has been translated into real projects with real jobs 
in every state. I would like to thank our witnesses for their partici- 
pation at this hearing and I look forward to their testimony. Thank 
you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Walden. And I thank the gentleman from California. I just 
note for the record note that we have met with the RUS adminis- 
trator. We will have additional hearings. The RUS administrator 
actually is out of the country right now, and so we are going to go 
ahead with this part and then we hope to have another hearing 
where they are available. Now I would like to recognize the Chair- 
man Emeritus of the Committee, Mr. Dingell, who would like to 
welcome our witness. Dr. Donald Welch who is President and CEO 
of Merit Network. So with this I would yield to the distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Dingell. 

Mr. Dingell. Mr. Chairman, you are most courteous. I thank 
you for your graceful treatment of me and my constituent and I 
congratulate you on your first hearing which is an important one. 

I want to welcome our witnesses today particularly Dr. Donald 
Welch, the President, and the CEO of Merit Network Incorporated 
which is based in my District in Michigan. Merit is the recipient 
of over $100 million in grants from the National Telecommuni- 
cations and Information Administrations Broadband Technology 
Opportunities Program (BTOP) to extend the broadband Internet 
infrastructure to anchor institutions and underserved areas in 
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Michigan, Wisconsin, and Minnesota. So welcome. Dr. Welch, and 
we wish you great success in Merit’s very valuable project. Federal 
support for infrastructure projects such as yours support economic 
growth will help our country to recover from current recession and 
also are going to be very useful in moving this country forward in 
terms of technology which is so important. Again, Mr. Chairman, 
I thank you for your courtesy to me and yield back the balance of 
my time. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Dingell follows:] 

Prepared Statement of Hon. John D. Dingell 

Thank you, Chairman Walden, for holding today’s oversight hearing about 
projects sponsored under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA). As 
you know, the Committee on Energy and Commerce has a proud history of using 
fair and measured oversight to inform its legislative work. I am confident you will 
carry on in this tradition. 

Before making my remarks, I would like to welcome our witnesses today, particu- 
larly Dr. Donald Welch, the President and CEO of Merit Network, Inc., which is 
based in my district in Michigan. Merit is the recipient of over MOO million in 
grants from the National Telecommunications and Information Administration’s 
(NTIA) Broadband Technology Opportunities Program (BTOP) to extend broadband 
Internet infrastructure to anchor institutions and underserved areas in Michigan, 
Wisconsin, and Minnesota. Welcome, Dr. Welch, and best of luck with your com- 
pany’s valuable project. Federal support for infrastructure projects such as Merit’s 
support economic growth and will help our country recover from the current reces- 
sion. All the same, such support must be subject to reasonable scrutiny in order to 
mitigate waste, fraud, and abuse. 

I note that my Republican colleagues have circulated a draft bill to require NTIA 
and RUS to return to the U.S. Treasury any BTOP or Broadband Initiatives Pro- 
gram (BIP) funds either agency finds to have been involved in fraudulent, wasteful, 
or mismanaged projects, as well as funds that are otherwise unobligated. I find this 
curious in view of the fact that ARRA, as amended by Dodd-Frank, already requires 
this. Nevertheless, I hope our witnesses, especially the Commerce and Agriculture 
Departments’ respective Inspectors General and Mr. Goldstein of the GAO, will help 
me understand the necessity, implications, and feasibility of such legislation for 
NTIA and RUS, all while bearing in mind that the draft bill authorizes no spending 
whatsoever for the additional oversight burdens it imposes. 

Thank you for your courtesy, Mr. Chairman, and I 3deld the balance of my time. 

Mr. Walden. And I thank the gentleman and with that, Dr. 
Welch, if you would like to be our lead-off witness just go ahead 
and make sure your microphone is turned on and we look forward 
to your testimony. We appreciate your being here, sir. 

STATEMENTS OF DONALD J. WELCH, PRESIDENT AND CEO, 
MERIT NETWORK, INC; GARY SHORMAN, PRESIDENT AND 
CEO, EAGLE COMMUNICATIONS; MARK GOLDSTEIN, DIREC- 
TOR, PHYSICAL INFRASTRUCTURE ISSUES, GOVERNMENT 
ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE; PHYLLIS K. FONG, INSPECTOR 
GENERAL, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE; AND TODD 
J. ZINSER, INSPECTOR GENERAL, U.S. DEPARTMENT OF 
COMMERCE 


STATEMENT OF DONALD J. WELCH 

Mr. Welch. Thank you. Good morning, my name is Don Welch. 
I am the President and CEO of Merit Network and I am very 
proud to be here on behalf of Merit Network and its community in 
Michigan. 
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Merit Network, as you have heard, is an independent non for 
profit that is governed by the public universities. Merit receives no 
subsidies from the State. Our mission is to provide community an- 
chor institutions with advanced IT and network services to foster 
collaboration and community and to facilitate knowledge transfer 
with and between community anchors. Merit is guided by a vision 
of equal access to information for all Michigan citizens regardless 
of geographic location. 

For almost a decade. Merit has had a plan to build fiber to serve 
community anchor institutions in rural and remote regions of 
Michigan where an absence of viable backhaul has left entire com- 
munities underserved but we have lacked the funds to do so. 
Through BTOP and with the support of the Michigan public uni- 
versities, Merit’s vision is within reach to the benefit of all sectors 
of society and the entire State. Merit’s project is 2,287 miles of 
fiber optic cable lit at 10 Gbps that provides both “middle mile” or 
backhaul infrastructure in underserved areas and redundant paths 
out of poorly connected areas that will improve service for the en- 
tire region. Merit and its commercial sub recipients will each own 
infrastructure. Merit serving the community anchors the sub re- 
cipients focusing on homes, businesses, and local internet service 
providers. Our project will directly connect over 100 community an- 
chor institutions and has the ability to serve an additional 900 
community anchors. The network will also have access points in 51 
central offices and create 12 new colocation spaces making it easy 
for existing providers to leverage the project. Thus the network can 
indirectly serve over 55,000 businesses and 1 million homes. 

The majority of the cost for many local ISPs in the service area 
are for backhaul to internet exchange points like that are in places 
like Chicago. Our project provides cost effective backhaul to areas 
where it is lacking. In some instances customers could see over 10 
times the bandwidth for less than half of what they are currently 
paying. Merit is a member of the Schools, Health Care and Librar- 
ies Broadband Coalition because we share their belief that high ca- 
pacity broadband is the key infrastructure that K-12 schools, uni- 
versities, colleges, libraries, health care providers, and other com- 
munity anchors need to provide 21st century education, informa- 
tion, and public services. Community anchor institutions also need 
access to a private network of peer organizations for the exchange 
of information, consolidation, and sharing of services. 

The Merit Network is the platform our members use to collabo- 
rate, cut costs, and provide better service to their constituents and 
patrons. Our project will eliminate geographic barriers for Michi- 
gan community anchor institutions. Merit has members in the 
Upper Peninsula that are further away from Merit’s offices in Ann 
Arbor than we are right now from — in D.C. from Ann Arbor. This 
project will enable them to collaborate with members across the 
State as if they were across town. 

The project is not without risk. The BTOP grants provide 80 per- 
cent of the estimated capital costs of the project. Merit and the sub 
recipients are responsible for 20 percent and the maintenance of 
the complete work. Merit is responsible for cost overruns and oper- 
ational costs during construction. We have drawn out our existing 
staff to support the project before we can reduce cost or generate 
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any revenue. Even exceeding the budget by one penny per foot in 
construction and materials means an additional cost of 120,000 for 
us — a substantial amount. We have every incentive to spend the 
money wisely. 

Merit controls the project and mitigates its risk in several ways. 
A competitive REP process is used to select vendors. Merit has es- 
tablished a process for handling all federal funding. We have vetted 
the process with a red team exercise in which we try to anticipate 
every way someone could get improper access to the funds. Merit 
has hired four BTOP funded staff to support our reporting and 
compliance team. That team includes the librarian as we expect to 
have over 100,000 auditable documents by the project’s completion. 

The impact of our project’s success will be profound and long 
lasting for Michigan which is working hard to revitalize its econ- 
omy. We believe that education and economic development are in- 
separable. The two key components necessary for economic develop- 
ment are an educated work force of life-long learners and unfet- 
tered access to the global information grid. Our project targets 
both, creating knowledge infrastructure upon which Michigan will 
compete and grow in the 21st century. Thank you very much. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Welch follows:] 
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February 10, 2010 

One Hundred Twelfth Congress 
Congress of the United States 
House of Representatives 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 

"ARRA Broadband Spending" 

Witness Name: Dr, Donald Welch 

Witness Organization: Merit Network, inc, ( www.merit.edu ) 

Summary of Written Testimony 
Problem 

In rural and remote Michigan, a lack of viable backhaul infrastructure limits Internet and network 
service performance, availability and affordability for community anchor institutions (CAIs), homes 
and businesses, placing these entities at a disadvantage compared to their counterparts in 
metropolitan areas of Michigan and the US. 

Solution 

Merit Network, Inc., Michigan's research and education network provider, in collaboration with eight 
commercial providers, acting as sub-recipients of the BTOP grants, will create 2,287 miles of "middle 
mile," shared infrastructure that will address Michigan's backhaul shortfalls. 

Impact 

Through REACH-3MC, Merit will provide 105 community anchor institutions with a dedicated 1 Gbps 
fiber connection, and enable the same benefits of a high-capacity connection for over 900 more 
community anchor institutions in the service area. 

REACH-3MC will create a statewide CAI network that will enable Michigan's public institutions to 
consolidate resources, cut costs and provide more service to Michigan's citizens. 

The REACH-3MC service area encompasses over 1 million homes and 55,000 businesses that stand to 
benefit from the fiber-optic infrastructure either as direct customers of a REACH-3MC sub-recipient, 
or indirectly through an existing service provider that obtains backhaul from a REACH-3MC sub- 
recipient. 

Because it is a "middle mile" network with "open access" principles, REACH-3MC will support not 
harm incumbent service providers in the service area. 

Extending broadband to financially troubled areas in Michigan will improve the quality of life, create 
jobs and spur economic growth in a state with one of the highest needs of any in the nation. 

Project Safeguards 

Merit Network has owned and operated networks for over 40 years. Merit has the experience and 
internal mechanisms in place to successfully complete a project of REACH-3MC's magnitude. Merit 
has created internal mechanisms to complement the ARRA oversight controls that protect against 
waste, fraud and abuse. 


Page 1 of 1 
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February 10, 2010 

One Hundred Twelfth Congress 
Congress of the United States 
House of Representatives 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 

"ARRA Broadband Spending" 

Witness Name: Dr. Donald Welch 

Witness Organization: Merit Network, Inc. ( www.merit.edu ) 

In 2010, Merit Network, Inc. received two grants from the Broadband Technology Opportunities 
Program (STOP) administered by the National Telecommunications and Information 
Administration (NTIA) and the Department of Commerce, and funded through the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA). Together the BTOP grants, with help from the 
public universities of Michigan, fund REACH-3MC (Rural, Education, Anchor, Community, Health 
care - Michigan Middle Mile Collaborative), a project that will create much-needed fiber-optic 
infrastructure in rural and underserved areas of Michigan, with key interconnection points in 
Wisconsin and Minnesota. 

REACH-3MC engages Merit Network, Michigan's research and education provider to 
community anchor institutions (CAIs), and eight commercial sub-recipients to serve all sectors 
of society: homes, businesses and CAIs. REACH-3MC solves the backhaul problem in rural 
Michigan by constructing 2,287 miles of "middle mile" fiber-optic infrastructure governed by 
"open access" network principles. 
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REACH-3MC will create much needed infrastructure in a state that must transition from a 
manufacturing-based economy to one that is based on information and technology. The 
infrastructure is vital to both education and economic development. REACH-3MC furthers 
Merit's vision of equal access to information for all of Michigan, and enables Michigan's public 
institutions with a mechanism to cut costs and provide more service to their constituents. 

Problem REACH-3MC Seeks to Address 

In rural and remote areas of Michigan, a lack of backhaul infrastructure, or a lack of cost- 
effective backhaul due to shortfalls in capacity and competitive service offerings, limits Internet 
service performance, availability and affordability for end users. Internet Service Providers 
(ISPs) that serve homes, businesses and community anchor institutions (CAIs) in rural Michigan 
are hindered because the majority of their costs go to obtaining backhaul. Circuit connections 
and transport to major Tier 1 access points are either cost prohibitive or unavailable due to 
limited capacity. 

Michigan's unique geography creates a state with a substantial land mass and a population that 
is predominately concentrated in metropolitan areas of the Lower Peninsula's southern core. 
In the rural areas beyond this core, population density is not enough to support a cost-effective 
build-out of Internet infrastructure. The cost of construction is too great to render a 
sustainable return on investment. The result is that the regions of the Northern Lower 
Peninsula, Upper Peninsula, Ohio border and Lake Michigan coastline are underserved in terms 
of broadband resources. 
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Because of the lack of backhaul, community anchor institutions in rural and remote Michigan 
are forced to operate with levels of Internet, telecommunication and networking service that 
are below their need. These CAIs provide the same vital services that the public relies upon 
with only a fraction of the resources their counterparts in populous regions of Michigan and the 
US have access to. The problem is the same for businesses in rural and remote Michigan that 
must compete in the emerging global economy without an effective method to access it. End 
users at home face similar predicaments regarding access to information. 

About Merit Network and the SHLB Coalition 

Merit Network, Inc. is an independent, 501(c)3, non-profit organization that receives no subsidy 
or funding of any kind from the State of Michigan. Our origins date back to 1966, when Merit 
was founded by the three major universities in Michigan as a shared resource to help meet 
their networking needs. Over time. Merit's mission has evolved to Include the service of 
community anchor institutions of all kinds. Merit provides our Members with leading-edge 
network resources and network-related services. Today, Merit owns and operates the longest- 
running research and education network in America. 

Merit Network believes in the strength of a robust educational community, both in Michigan 
and nationwide. As a member of the Schools, Health and Libraries Broadband Coalition (SHLBC) 
we believe that improving the broadband capabilities of schools, libraries and health care 
providers will enhance the quality and availability of the essential services they provide to the 
public and will help them serve underserved and unserved populations more effectively. 
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As a valued resource to our Member organizations. Merit Network has helped our Members 
achieve success by working with them to facilitate collaboration between organizations. The 
Merit backbone, a network of CAIs connected to one another is optimal infrastructure not only 
for telecommunication and access to information, but also for the sharing of resources and 
consolidation of services for Michigan's public institutions. It allows our Members to cut costs 
and provide more service to their patrons and constituents. Due to the lack of backhaul in rural 
and remote Michigan, not all CAIs have the ability to connect to the Merit network to take 
advantage of these benefits. 

Merit Network is guided by a vision of equal access to information for all of Michigan's 
citizens— regardless of physical location or geography. Though we have fostered this idea for 
quite some time. Merit lacked the financial means necessary to bring our vision to reality. 
Absent the BTOP grants Merit Network received, building the necessary infrastructure would 
take decades. The BTOP grants greatly accelerate that process to the benefit of the entire 
state. 

Solving the Backhaul Problem, a Foundation for Michigan's Future 

REACH-3MC will create 2,287 miles of fiber-optic infrastructure through 52 counties in 
Michigan. The fiber will be lit with the most advanced technologies and is designed to benefit 
all sectors of society: homes, businesses and community anchor institutions. 

REACH-3MC is based on a comprehensive community approach that leverages public-private 
sector collaboration. Because our mission prohibits Merit from providing service to homes and 
businesses, Merit engages eight different commercial providers through REACH-3MC who, with 
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Merit, will each own fiber strands over various portions of the REACH-3MC network. This is 
what is commonly referred to as a "condo build" in the telecommunications industry. As the 
primary grant recipient. Merit owns the fiber sheath, while the ownership and operation of the 
fiber strands within the sheath are divided between Merit and the commercial providers, who 
are sub-recipients of the grants. 

REACH-3MC network segments will have between 12 and 168 strands of fiber. The basic access 
speeds will range from 10 Gbps (gigabits per second) and 1 Gbps. The infrastructure allows for 
capacity to be easily increased with a simple upgrade in optronics to accommodate future 
growth and industry innovation with additional investment in fiber-optic infrastructure. 

Merit's portion of the fiber will allow state and local governments, universities, schools, 
libraries, health care facilities, community colleges, public safety entities and other community 
anchor institutions to connect to Merit's private, high-performance network, enabling them to 
lower costs, consolidate services and provide more service to Michigan's citizens. 

REACH-3MC will provide over 100 direct connections to community anchor institutions, but as a 
"middle mile" project, the aim of REACH-3MC is not to directly connect every home and 
business in the network service area, but rather, REACH-3MC will build backhaul into a region. 
Local ISPs will then have the opportunity to use this infrastructure to provide faster, cheaper, 
and more reliable service. 

The regulations of the grant ensure that REACH-3MC will be an "open access" network, 
meaning that any ISP with an interest in connecting to the network will not be unreasonably 
withheld from doing so where capacity permits. Connection agreements will be negotiated in 
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good faith and access will be at market rates. In this manner, REACH-3IVIC supports incumbent 
ISPs in the service area. Leveraging the middle mile infrastructure, local ISPs will have the 
option to obtain affordable backhaul service from REACH-3IVIC and improve service offerings. 
Merit will work with any ISP interested in accessing REACH-3MC infrastructure to leave a splice 
enclosure at a desired location for interconnection. 

The number and diversity of sub-recipients participating in REACH-3MC ensure the network will 
be a sustained investment that delivers results. On each network segment, there are multiple 
service providers (Merit and sub-recipients) competing to provide a given community the best 
value— whether it be wholesale transport to a local ISP, a fiber connection to a school or library, 
or residential and commercial service. Each sub-recipient brings a different value proposition 
to the service area, employing different technologies, content and service packaging. 
Competition will also enforce market rates, ensuring that consumers in remote areas will not 
pay more for the same service than those in metropolitan areas. 

Benefit to Community Anchor Institutions 

Through REACH-3MC, Merit will provide 105 community anchor institutions with a dedicated 1 
Gbps fiber connection. REACH-3MC will make it feasible for any other community anchor 
institution to connect at speeds of 1 Gbps or greater. The FCC National Broadband Plan sets a 
goal to connect every CAI in America at 1 Gbps by 2020, REACH-3MC will place these anchor 
institutions in the service area almost a decade ahead of this target and allow them to 
collaborate with the over 230 other community anchor institutions that are currently 
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connected to the Merit network. Additionally, REACH-3MC will enable the same benefits of a 
high-capacity connection for over 900 more community anchor institutions in the service area. 

Indirectly, community anchor institutions in every region of Michigan will benefit from REACH- 
3MC because it will complete a statewide network for CAIs. Merit currently connects 35 % of 
private universities, 93 % of public universities, 66 % of community colleges, 63 % of K-12 ISDs, 
50 % of library cooperatives and 37 % of public libraries in Michigan— the vast majority of those 
not connected due to a lack of affordable backhaul in their area. 

Advanced Placement (APj classes, which provide students with a significant academic 
advantage in college preparation, are only available on a limited basis in remote areas of 
Michigan districts— if at all. Foreign language classes tell a similar story: students in remote 
areas have fewer opportunities and options than those in metropolitan areas. Utilizing the 
statewide CAI network, students anywhere in the state will be able to take advantage of both 
AP and foreign language courses, leveling the playing field and ensuring that every Michigan 
school is equipped to produce a skilled workforce that will drive the 21st century economy. 

REACH-3MC received over 250 letters of support from community anchor institutions in 
Michigan, including letters from over 30 CAI Leadership Organizations (example: Michigan 
Association for Intermediate School Administrators). REACH-3MC has the backing of 12 major 
Universities in Michigan that are committed to fully supporting the project in its entirety. 
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Public Safety: a Foundation for Michigan's Transition to Next Generation 911 

Due to the need to update first-response public safety, the State of Michigan commissioned a 
study on transitioning to Next Generation (NG) 911 service. The resulting plan has a dedicated, 
high-availability network as its foundation. The cost of such a network had placed the 
implementation of this plan in doubt. With REACH-3MC in place, making an incremental move 
to the NG 911 system is not only possible, but likely in the future. 

A portion of REACH-3MC was designed with input from the State of Michigan 911 
Administrator, The fiber, leveraging REACH-3MC and Merit's existing network, will provide a 
footprint to connect all Public Safety Answering Points (PSAPs) to a robust, IP-based 
infrastructure that will create cost-savings and enable the consolidation of resources. The 
redundancy, security, interoperability, and flexibility of this network will be paramount to 
maintaining a reliable 911 system in Michigan, and provide options and functions to meet the 
changing demands of public safety. 

Improved Service for Homes and Businesses 

REACH-3MC will enable the commercial sub-recipients access to 51 Central Office facilities 
throughout the state, which they will use to provide "middle mile" service and leverage the 
existing infrastructure of local ILECs (Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers) to provide better 
service to the community. An additional 12 colocation facilities will be constructed as part of 
REACH-3MC that will enable the same for providers in the Upper Peninsula. 
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The REACH-3IVIC service area encompasses over 1 million homes and 55,000 businesses that 
stand to benefit from the infrastructure either as direct customers of a REACH-3MC sub- 
recipient, or indirectly through an existing service provider that obtains backhaul from a REACH- 
3MC sub-recipient. 

Economic Development 

REACH-3MC is focused on the needs of Michigan and Michigan's efforts to fix its faltering 
economy. Until recently, Michigan had the highest unemployment rate in America for 4 years. 
Michigan has lost more than 300,000 jobs since 2000, including 170,000 manufacturing jobs. 

Extending broadband to these financially troubled areas will create jobs and bolster economic 
growth in a state with one of the highest needs of any in the nation. Merit Network has 
received strong support and interest from a number of Economic Development Councils in 
Northern Michigan who are very excited about the possibility that REACH-3MC infrastructure 
holds for their communities. They believe in transformative power of broadband to improve 
the quality of life in Michigan's rural areas. 

More high-speed internet means more small businesses, farmers, and entrepreneurs will have 
better access to national and international markets, to a broader array of vendors, suppliers 
and customers and to a team of skilled employees. 

As our state must transition to an information-based economy, its entire citizenry needs access 
to affordable, high-speed broadband at home, in the workplace and at its community anchor 
institutions. That is why it is important to view REACH-3MC not as an exercise on the Federal 
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Government's part that favors one entity over another, but rather, because of the "open 
access" provisions and the investment in community anchor institutions, it is important to view 
REACH-3MC as an investment in a foundation that will benefit the entire state, 

Businesses considering relocation to Michigan will no longer face difficult choices. Michigan 
has always had incredible physical beauty, but a lack of modern infrastructure has sometimes 
deterred potential companies from operating here. With the completion of REACH-3MC, 
prospective companies will not be forced to decide between setting and resources. Our state 
will have pristine natural resources and leading-edge modern business infrastructure. 

Job Creation 

Merit Network plans to hire 13 new positions in support of REACH-3MC funded by the BTOP 
program. Of those 13, Merit has hired 5 thus far. REACH-3MC sub-recipients have also 
indicated that they will hire new staff in support of the project. Merit has already hired 8 
additional staff from non-BTOP funds since the first award. 

Merit Network has awarded $7,871,851 in contracts to vendors in support of REACH-3MC 
implementation for environmental assessment consulting, engineering, fiber and materials. 
Merit has retained three construction contractors in support of the REACH-3MC build-out, one 
of which has begun construction and reported adding six new jobs in support of the work. 

Merit Network estimates the total jobs created by the REACH-3MC project will be 946 job- 
years. The methodology used to determine the job-years created by this project came from the 
Council of Economic Advisors, May 2009, and was required by the Round 2 BTOP grant 
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application. Specifically, Merit utilized the methodology found in Table 5 of the Council of 
Economic Advisers "Estimates of Job Creation from the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act of 2009." 

A study by Gartner Consulting referenced in "Michigan's Push for Broadband," published by 
Michigan Department of Information Technology, concludes that accelerating the build out of a 
statewide broadband infrastructure in Michigan couid result in a $440 billion increase in 
Michigan's gross state product over the next ten years. 

Because the BTOP grant requires a 20 percent cash-match, the initial Federal investment has 
catalyzed an additional $25.7 million in private investment. Merit has successfully secured $8.3 
million in loans that will account for its portion of the total matching funds, and REACH-3MC 
sub-recipients are in the process of securing their portion of the remaining $17.4 million. 

Project Oversight and Control 

From an organizational standpoint, Merit Network is very capable of successfully completing 
REACH-3MC. Merit has owned and operated network infrastructure for over 40 years. Merit 
also has extensive experience managing network construction. Merit continues to leverage its 
experience from managing the NSFNET, the precursor to the modern Internet. 

The staffing, policies and practices are currently in place to manage a project of REACH-3MC's 
scale. Merit has established internal controls to safeguard against the following: abuse of 
wages and benefits, employee expenses, fairness in vendor evaluation for equipment 
procurement and contracts awarded as part of the project, expenses for services and 
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maintenance, and cash flow related to the project. All of these controls are delineated in 
Supplemental Information submitted with this testimony, "Project Safeguards." 

The ARRA, NTIA and NOAA (National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, an agency that 
supports NTIA in their grant oversight activities) require Merit to submit several reports that 
detail project performance, construction completion, and funds expended. 

Additionally Merit's financials are audited annually and Merit has always received an 
unconditional report from the audit firm. In the fall of 2011 and each subsequent year, Merit 
will receive an A-133 audit as required by the grants. 


Page 12 of 12 



26 


Supplemental Information 



Merit is a full service company providing expertise in network engineering, network 
operations, a 24/7 Network Operations Center, member relations, marketing, IT, 
finance and administration. Merit has already built hundreds of miles of fiber and has 
operated a network for over forty years. Merit currently has approximately 75 
employees and estimates that it will be hiring about 10 more over the next 18 
months. Below is a list of staff that works directly and indirectly on the project: 


Grant Specific Staff 


• Grants Manager -project manager, NTIA liaison, compliance oversight 

• Compliance Manager- Documentation specialist, compliance manager, 

systems coordinator 

• Permit Specialist -state/county/municipality permit coordinator 

• Accountant - billing and invoicing, project tracking 

• Outside Plant Project Manager -construction and engineering oversight 

• Outside Plant Project Manager Assistants- aids to the OPP Manager 

• Outside Plant Tool Developer 

• Network Engineers 
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• Network Engineer-Equipment specialist 

• Engineer Technicians- aid to engineers 

Merit Support Staff 

• Director of Engineering 

• Mapping Specialist 

• GIS Technician 

• Director of Operations 

• Engineering Staff 

• Controller 

• Assistant Controller 

• Community Relations Managers 

• Communication Specialist 

Merit has written and posted a Conflict of Interest (COI) policy and whistleblower 
information in its offices. Merit has a zero tolerance for the acceptance of any type of 
gratuity at any level. The COI outlines standards of conduct to establish safeguards to 
prohibit employees from using their positions for a purpose that constitutes or 
presents the appearance of personal or organizational conflict of interest, or personal 
gain in the administration of the awards. All Merit employees operate under the 
University of Michigan staff codes of conduct. 

The Grants Manager and the Compliance Manager are knowledgeable of the grant 
requirements and continue to attend training seminars offered through the NTIA to 
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keep abreast of any changes and to reinforce prior training, They in turn share the 
knowledge and skills learned with other staff to ensure compliance requirements are 
met throughout the organization. All tools are made available to all staff including; 
the grant agreements, the NOFA, various regulations, terms and conditions, 
handbooks, cost principal circulars, and Federal Internet sites. 

Wages and Benefits within Acceptable Limits 

Control: 

All staff (except the project Outside Plant Project Manager who serves as a 
consultant) are University of Michigan employees. Salaries are regulated through 
prescribed market ranges within the university system. All fringe benefits are 
standard University of Michigan benefit packages and average about 28.5% of salary. 
No preferential treatment is given for position or title. All positions are listed and 
staff is hired according to University policy and procedure. Merit is audited annually 
and all payroll and fringe benefit registers and a listing of all employees and related 
salaries are reviewed for accuracy and omissions by the auditors. 

Travel and Other Employee Expense Within Acceptable Limits 

Control: 

Travel is reviewed and approved by the supervising manager, the company controller 
and the VP of Finance and Administration. (Three approvals required.) The current 
Federal rate per mile (SO.Sl/mile) is utilized. Records are kept of miles traveled. 
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Overnight trips require advance approval from the direct supervisor and meal 
payment utilizes the Federal per diem rates or actual reimbursement if less. 
Consultants are reimbursed for travel based on the same procedures. Merit does 
not own any vehicles; however, the University of Michigan rents vehicles at reduced 
rates which Merit utilizes as often as it can to reduce travel costs. 

Project staff equipment is limited to standard issue iaptops and monitors which are 
included in the corporation's inventory database. Cell phones are either company 
issued through a reduced rate plan with the University of Michigan or an employee 
can choose to utilize their own cell phone. A standard $20 to $30 taxable monthly 
stipend is provided for those who utilized their own phones. Cell phones and 
stipends provided by Merit must be approved by the supervising manager and the VP 
of the supervising manager. All invoices and payments are auditable through Merit's 
financial records. 

Merit does not have a negotiated indirect cost rate with any Federal agency. 
Therefore, indirect costs have not been included in the project as directed by 0MB 
Circular-A21. 
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Network. Fiber, Conduit. Splice Cases. Huts. Hand-hole, and Tagging Equipment Expense 
Within Acceptable Limits 

Control: 

Merit has a very knowledgeable staff of network and operations engineers and 
many years of experience procuring network equipment and fiber related products. 

The original budget submitted to the NTIA for network equipment was from direct 
vendor quotes or current vendor contracts. All equipment purchased through the 
Stimulus grant has to be matched against the submitted and approved budgeted 
Stimulus listing for equipment. Since the iisting was approved over one year ago 
very often the cost of the equipment has gone down or the features of the 
equipment have improved. Merit has been able to negotiate additional reductions in 
cost by leveraging the awarding of the second grant. Merit seeks to reduce costs 
whenever possible. However, it anticipants increased costs in some budget 
categories. One example is the current escalation of petroleum based products 
resulting in the cost Increase of conduit material. Merit Is carefully balancing and 
monitoring these differentials in order to successfully complete the project within 
budget. 

Budgeted amounts for fiber, conduit, splice cases, huts, hand-holes, tags and other 
related equipment were based on estimates from various vendors and current 
purchasing experience. 
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All equipment purchases, except those with a sole source justification, commence 
with an Internet published Request for Proposal. Submissions are reviewed and 
ranked for quality, price, compatibility and other necessary conditions. The top 
suppliers are Interviewed before a final selection is made. The decision to award a 
contract, including ones with a sole source justification, is made in a group setting 
within the company; no one individual has the sole authority to approve the vendor 
choice. Once selection has been made it is announced on Merit's Web site. Ail 
vendor contracts must contain the compliance conditions required by the NTIA 
and/or Merit which may include but are not limited to the following: a) 
consequences for breach or default by the contractor or supplier, b) supplying a bid 
guarantee, c) performance bond if required, d) equal employment opportunity 
agreement, e) compliance with the Copeland "Anti-Kickback" Act, f) compliance with 
the Davis-Bacon Act, g) Compliance with Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards 
Act, h) compliance with the Clean Air Act and the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act, g) compliance with the Byrd Anti-Lobbying Amendment, h) compliance with the 
E.O.s 12549 and 12689 Debarment and Suspension, i) minimum insurance levels, 
and j) compliance will all NTIA regulations and requirements. 

Merit has an official written restrictive policy for procurement. All purchases of fiber 
equipment must be approved by one manager if under $5,000, and two managers if 
over $5,000. The CFO approves and reviews all project purchases. Fiber equipment 
delivered directly to the field such as optical fiber, conduit, splice cases, etc. is 
verified by on-site staff and tested when appropriately connected. If it passes 


Page 6 of 18 



32 


acceptability testing then the cost of the equipment is aggregated along with 
environmental assessment, engineering, construction, and other related costs and 
recorded into the asset management system. 

All related equipment orders, packing slips, invoices, location information and asset 
management documentation is kept indefinitely either electronically and/or 
hardcopy until disposal of the equipment. No equipment can be sold, transferred, 
conveyed, or mortgage without the expressed permission of the NTIA during the 
useful life of the asset in whole or in part. 

Underlying transaction records are reviewed to assure they properly reflect activities 
and costs that are ARRA allowable. All requests for payment are evaluated for 
project appropriateness, budget alignment, and proper authorization before 
payment is issued. 

Environmental Assessment. Engineering, Construction. Maintenance Expense Within 
Acceptable Limits 

Control: 

All contractor agreements, except those with a sole source justification, commence 
with an Internet published Request for Proposal. Submissions are reviewed and 
ranked for quality, price, compatibility and other necessary conditions. The top 
suppliers are interviewed before a final selection is made. The decision to award a 
contract, including ones with a sole source justification, is made in a group setting 
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within the company; no one individual has the sole authority to approve the vendor 
choice. Once selection has been made it is announced on Merit's Web site. Ail 
service contracts must contain the compliance conditions required by the NTIA 
and/or Merit including but not limited to: a) consequences for breach or default by 
the contractor or supplier, b) supplying a bid guarantee, c) performance bond if 
required, d) equal employment opportunity agreement, e) compliance with the 
Copeland "Anti-Kickback" Act, f) compliance with the Davis-Bacon Act, g) compliance 
with Contract Work Hours and Safety Standards Act, h) compliance with the Clean 
Air Act and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, g) compliance with the Byrd 
Anti-Lobbying Amendment, h) compliance with the E.O.s 12549 and 12689 
Debarment and Suspension, i) compliance with the Whistleblower Protection Act, j) 
minimum insurance levels, and k) compliance will all NTIA regulations and 
requirements. 

Merit has an official written restricted policy for procurement. All payment of 
consultants or contractors must be approved by one manager if under $5,000 and 
two managers if over $5,000, The CFO approves and reviews all project purchases. 

Merit is required for the useful life of the facility, funded with the award, to be 
properly and efficiently administered, operated, and maintained for the purpose 
authorized by the award and in accordance with the terms, conditions, 
requirements, and provisions of the award. If the NTIA determines at any time 
during the estimated useful life of the project, that the project and any project 
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property is not being properly and efficiently administered, operated, and 
maintained, then the NTIA has the right to terminate the award. Merit currently 
operates and maintains a network in Michigan. It operates an efficient 24/7 
Network Operations Center to monitor, identify and report disturbances across the 
network. Furthermore, it is currently planning on hiring additional engineers and 
technicians to monitor the physical network by quarterly driving the entire 2,300 
mile route and inspecting all related assets. Merit will establish annual contracts 
with emergency repair crews and will utilize its own operations and engineering staff 
to facilitate repairs and general maintenance along the route. 

Underlying transaction records are reviewed to assure they properly reflect activities 
and costs that are ARRA allowable. All requests for payment are evaluated for 
project appropriateness, budget alignment, and proper authorization before 
payment is issued. 

ARRA Reporting Requirements 

Control: 

The NTIA has a number of Special Award Conditions (SACs) related to reporting and 
monitoring. Merit is required to report on the progress of the project on a regular 
basis as described in section 1512(c) of the ARRA SAC. This information is then 
shared with the public on its Web site. Failure to provide acceptable reporting by 
the due date can result in the suspension or termination of the award. The following 
reports are currently required by the NTIA: 
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• Baseline Report 

> Due: 45 days after the award date 

> The report lays out the project plan in narrative form as well as 
percentage complete. The report identifies the number of CATs Merit 
will connect and contracts Merit has with Wholesales or Last Mile 
Providers. This report is used to gauge the annual and quarterly 
performance project reports. 

• ARRA Report 

> Due: 10 days after every quarter ends 

> The report identifies financial information, vendor information, sub- 
recipient information, FTE's created by federal funds as well as briefly 
discussing Merit's quarterly activities. We also report compensation 
to officers when the federal funds are substantially expended. 

• SF-425 

> Due: 30 days after every quarter ends 

> The report depicts the federal funds expended and the matching 
funds expended as well as the balance remaining. Merit is also 
required to show its cash receipts and disbursements of the grant. 

• Performance Progress Report - Quarterly 

> Due: 30 days after every quarter ends 

> The report describes the progress of the project for the quarter past 
and estimates the progress in the next quarter. It also presents a 
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narrative for milestones/accomplishments and any challenges/issue 
Merit may have faced in the past quarter and similar projections for 
the next quarter. Merit reports on network miles active due to the 
Federal funds. This report is compared to the Baseline Report and if 
there are variances an explanation is given in narrative form. This 
report also lays out the budget for the entire project, the actuals from 
the inception of the project and projections from the inception to the 
end of next quarter. 

• Performance Progress Report - Annual 

> Due: 30 days after every calendar year end of the funded period 

> The report is compared to the Baseline Report where information has 
been reported on an annual basis. Information includes the average 
cost per new mile, listing the facility name and type, were 
construction is taking place and listing agreements Merit has for 
interconnection, peering, transit, etc. 

Merit collects this data on a regular basis. There have been no issues in meeting 
reporting deadlines. Merit management meets weekly with its Grant Officer and 
other specialists to discuss any problems Merit may be having or answer any 
questions the Grant Officer/Merit may have concerning the project. This 
communication helps to keep both sides well informed of project progress. 
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Match Funds Requirements 

Control: 

Merit must provide, from non-Federal funds, not less than 20% of the total of the 
project costs. Merit will contribute approximately S8.16M in matching cash and its 
sub-recipients will contribute approximately S17.56M. All of Merit's matching funds 
are in the form of cash. Merit was successful in obtaining funding to support its cash 
match. Its sub-recipients are self-funding or obtaining loans for their share of the 
cash match. Adequate documentation is being maintained to provide proof of the 
cash support for the project. Merit only submits requests for funding when an 
invoice has to be paid or costs for staff salaries and fringe benefit costs have been 
incurred. Ail submissions for funding are reviewed and approved by the Grant 
Manager and the Controller, only 80% funding is requested for any incurred 
expense. 

Cash. Funding and Payment Requirements 

Control: 

The NTIA requires that cash flow related to project events be kept segregated from 
standard operational cash flow events. Merit keeps a separate checking account for 
each of its Stimulus projects. Furthermore, Merit segregates the projects' revenue 
and expense events and the project income statements and balance sheet as 
required by the NTIA. 
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Merit has put in place strong controls to prevent theft and fraud and to ensure the 
proper allocation of ARRA funds. These controls are present in the entire cash flow 
process, from payment, to draw down, to disbursement. Separate checking 
accounts are maintained for the receipt and subsequent disbursement of funds for 
each ARRA award. Checks are kept in a secure, locked location. The receipt of a 
vendor invoice initiates the flow of ARRA funds. The process, and the controls 
instituted in each phase of the process are outlined below: 

1. Vendor Invoice Received 

a. Reach staff prepare payment request form 

b. Payment request form and related backup are submitted to 
management for approval. Payment request approvals are 
obtained based on the following criteria: 

i. Under S5k are approved by the Grant Compliance 
Manager (GCM) and the CFO 

ii. Over SSk but less than SlOk are approved by GCM and 
CFO 

iii. Over $10k require the creation of a PO and are approved 
by the GCM, CFO and COO 

2. Approved payment request and related backup are submitted to the 
Senior Accountant for payment. 
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3. Every Friday the Senior Accountant collects all submitted payment 
requests and prepares an analysis which determines ARRA's 80% and 
Merit's 20% allocation of total pending payments. 

4. Senior Accountant submits the allocation analysis to Reach Grant 
Administrator who reviews analysis, prepares a "Request for 
Drawdown of Funds" form and signs off. 

5. The "Request for Drawdown of Funds" form is then submitted to the 
Controller who reviews and signs off. 

6. The "Request for Drawdown of Funds" form is then submitted to the 
GCM who reviews and accesses the ASAP system to initiate the 
drawdown of funds, via direct deposit, into the appropriate checking 
account. Only the GCM and the CEO have access to ASAP. Neither the 
GCM nor the CEO has access to the checking accounts which tightens 
control by separating duties. The GCM then routes the "Request for 
Drawdown of Funds" form to the Senior Accountant. 

7. The Senior Accountant confirms receipt of funds into the checking 
account and signs off on the ""Request for Drawdown of Funds" form. 

8. Upon CFO approval the Senior Accountant transfers Merit's 20%, via 
direct deposit, into the appropriate Reach checking account and then 
cuts checks to pay those vendors represented on the approved 
payment request forms. 

9. CFO signs all checks as a final review 
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10. The Senior Accountant provides the bank with a list of all newly cut 
checks. The bank then references this list as checks come in for 
payment. If there is an anomaly between the list and a check 
submitted to the bank for payment the Senior Accountant and 
Controller are notified and must provide their approval to the bank 
before an anomalous check is cashed. 

11. Each checking account is reconciled on a bi-weekly basis. 

12. All payment requests, supporting documentation and "Request for 
Drawdown of Funds" forms are retained electronically. 

All ARRA transactions are monitored through independent reconciliations, staff 
meeting feedbacks, supervisory review, and management review. Budgets are 
utilized to provide proper monitoring of grant activities, to validate that total 
expenditures for each budget category do not exceed the amount assigned to the 
category, and that budget changed get prior approval from the Grants Officer. 

Sub-recipients are not allowed to draw down funds within the ARRA system. All 
requests for NTIA budget approved expenses incurred by the sub-recipients will 
have to be first reviewed and approved by Merit. The sub-recipient will not be 
reimbursed until all required documentation has been submitted to Merit. The 
responsibility for approval and documentation of approval of cash payments to sub- 
recipients requires the approval of three individuals. 
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Environmental Assessment Requirements 

Control: 

The NTIA requires the completion of an environmental assessment (EA) that meets 
the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 before expending 
funding except for some limited categories such as management and administration, 
project planning, collecting environmental-related information, required 
consultation activities, conditional insurance, funds used to secure land or right-of- 
way leases, right-of-way easements, equipment, etc. It should be noted that in order 
to be allowed the use of the limited preliminary funding a 6-month revised 
expenditure plan must be submitted within 30 days of receiving this Special Award 
Condition and cannot result in an irrevocable commitment of resources; equipment 
cannot be placed in the field, ail contracts must contain early termination dates, etc. 
Merit applied and was approved to utilize preliminary funding with the above 
limitations. 

Consultations must include State Historic Preservation Offices, federally recognized 
native American tribes, and the U.S. Fish and wildlife Services. The EA must also 
demonstrate compliance with all other applicable federal, state, and local 
environmental laws and regulations. Site preparation, demolition, ground 
disturbances, or any other project implementation activities may not begin prior to 
the completion of the EA. Furthermore, the draft EA must be completed no later 
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than within six months. (Unless a formal request for extension is submitted and 
approved by the Grants Officer.) 

If a project is found to have significant impacts to environmental or historic 
resources it may face de-obligation of funding if the impacts cannot be mitigated. 
Merit is required to provide any information requested by the NTIA to ensure both 
the initial and ongoing compliance with environmental and historic preservation 
laws, regulations, and best practices. Merit has weekly meeting with its Grant 
Officer who deals directly with the environmental specialist. 

Merit hired an environmental consulting firm to manage the environmental 
assessment. Merit has since received its FONSI (Finding of No Significant Impact) for 
Round 1. However, as the build is about to proceed and minor route changes and 
adjustments are required the NTIA requires that Merit not only show cause for the 
change but demonstrate that the FONSI results apply to the route adjustment 
before granting approval. The NTIA has been very thorough in their analysis and 
review in those instances. If it is not consistent with the approved environmental 
assessment then the project would have to be re-evaluated for compliance. Merit 
has just submitted its EA draft for Round 2 and may be near some possible 
archaeological sites. The NTIA will require that Merit ensures it will have an NTIA 
approved person to monitor ground disturbance and cease construction in that area 
should any potential archeological resources or buried human remains are 
discovered. The route would then have to be re-evaluated. 
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Project Overlap Requirements 

Control: 

The NTIA will not allow the use of Federal funds for duplicate construction, 
acquisition, or lease of broadband facilities funded by ARRA through the NTIA or 
RUS. Merit recently was informed of the possibility that some small sections of the 
project may overlap with other projects. Merit had to provide a detailed, street- 
level network map confirming that there was or was not duplication of construction. 
In the very few instances where project section overlap was confirmed Merit and 
the other funded projects were directed to work together to present a plan that 
resulted in no duplication but retention of the operational integrity of each project. 

Project and Company Audit Reouirements 

Control: 

Merit's financials are audited annually by Plante/Moran and has always received an 
unconditional report from the audit firm. In the Fall of 2011, Merit will have an A- 
133 audit performed by Plante/Moran as it will annually during the duration of the 
project. 
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Mr. Walden. Dr. Welch, thank you and I would he remiss not 
to also thank you for your many years of service it the U.S. Army 
and your teaching at West Point. We appreciate that. 

Mr. Welch. Thank you. 

Mr. Walden. Now I would like to move on to Mr. Gary Shorman, 
President and CEO of Eagle Communications. Mr. Shorman, you 
have 5 minutes for your opening statement. We thank you for par- 
ticipating in our hearing today. 

STATEMENT OF GARY SHORMAN 

Mr. Shorman. And thank you for being here. My name is Gary 
Shorman. I am President and Chief Executive Officer of Eagle 
Communications, a small business that is based in Hays, Kansas. 
And I appreciate being invited today to talk about my experience 
on the impact of how the Recovery Act’s Broadband Initiative Pro- 
gram or BIP has had on our company. 

Eagle offers high speed internet, high definition cable television, 
and digital telephone service to our communities throughout cen- 
tral and northwestern Kansas. In the last five years alone we have 
invested over $20 million to make sure our customers have cutting 
edge technology for broadband and broadband speeds. Our com- 
pany has 277 employees of which 212 are employee owners through 
our employee stock ownership plan. That means that our employee 
owners live, work, and volunteer their time in the communities 
that we serve. We like what we do and we like where we do it. 
Eagle strongly supports the primary goals of the BIP program. 
Broadband is a critical driver in the economic recovery and global 
competitiveness especially in rural Kansas and rural America be- 
cause it provides and creates jobs and provides for a better edu- 
cational opportunity. Our concern with the program, however, is 
that how it has been implemented and certain funded projects may 
actually frustrate the goals of BIP. My testimony today will explain 
part of my concerns. 

In January of 2010, the RUS announced a $101 million BIP 
award, nearly one-third of the money awarded in round one, to one 
of our competitors. Rural Telephone Service Company — that is 
RTS. We were stunned that while the award’s announcement stat- 
ed that is would be used to provide “service in an area that was 
99.5 percent underserved or unserved” RTS announced that money 
would be used to build part of their plant and upgrade their net- 
work in Hays. Hays is one of the best served for technology in 
western Kansas. Eagle, AT&T, and RTS’s own affiliate Nex-Tech 
all provide high speed broadband service there. A report last month 
on the availability of broadband in Kansas showed that 99.99 per- 
cent of the customers in Ellis County where Hays is the home — 
it is the county seat — already have access to broadband and high 
speed broadband. 

The fact that Hays was one of the communities covered by this 
award was particularly surprising. One, because we had done our 
best to determine whether Hays was even included in the RTS ap- 
plication and secondly, we tried to inform the RUS of the extensive 
broadband service already available there. A RUS field representa- 
tive actually made a stop and a visit in Hays. The fact is that while 
the RUS argues that this project meets the technical requirements 
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for BIP funding, it certainly violates the spirit and the intent of the 
Recovery Act and BIP’s own rules. It also demonstrates a serious 
flaw in the award process. 

While much of the geographic area covered hy the award may he 
technically unserved, almost half of the 23,000 homes in this 
project, homes and businesses within this project are actually in 
Hays. This means that millions of federal dollars will go toward 
overbuilding Eagle and other service providers in this non-rural 
area. With this award, the government is effectively penalizing 
small companies like ours that has invested its own risk capital in 
this network. Companies that have taken financial risk of servicing 
rural markets and serving them well it is unrealistic to expect us 
to continue to do so if we have to face large government competi- 
tion; moreover, wasting valuable time and dollars to overbuild a 
community that is well served at the expense of unserved Kansans 
and unserved others? That just doesn’t make sense. Eagle is happy 
to face competition from other providers, but we cannot effectively 
compete with a government backed favorite. RTS has already 
gained millions from government supported program. Even prior to 
the $101 million BIP award, RTS received millions of dollars in as- 
sistance from the RUS on 32 other projects in the same area and 
they have received millions of dollars from federal and state Uni- 
versal Service Fund program. It is clear to us that the BIP award 
to RTS will have a serious impact on our business. RTS has ap- 
proached every Hays resident and asked for permission to install 
for free network boxes on their home. And they are offering to 
those who grant permission a chance to win a free 50-inch HD TV, 
maybe a laptop computer, even an Ipad. It is unreasonable to ex- 
pect a privately funded company to match these free offers and ex- 
pect to compete against this kind of funding. 

I am here to ask that this committee consider legislation that 
would require wasteful funding to be returned to the Treasury so 
that it can be used for other more pressing and more needed serv- 
ices, and they assume a more oversight role over funding of awards 
to ensure that our Eagle experience is not unnecessarily repeated. 
RUS should also be required to defund RTS’s project in the Hays 
non-rural area and other places where BIP funds were spent in 
manners contrary to the goals of the program. Taxpayer dollars 
should not be wasted in an area that is already being well served 
at the potential cost of jobs, lost competition, and loss of additional 
investment by private companies. Again, thank you for inviting me 
to be here and I look forward to your question. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Shorman follows:] 
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SUMMARY OF TESTIMONY OF GARY SHORMAN 
PRESIDENT AND CEO, EAGLE COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

• Eagle Communications, Inc. (“Eagle”) is a small, employee-owned business based in Hays, Kansas. 
Eagle offers high-speed broadband Internet access service, high definition cable television service, 
and digital telephone service in central and northwestern Kansas. In the last 5 years alone. Eagle has 
invested over $20 million to bring cutting edge broadband to its service areas. 98% of the homes 
passed by Eagle’s plant have access to broadband connections, and 100% of our cable modem 
customers have access to broadband service at 6 MB doNVTistream/2MB upstream or faster. As a 
result of its efforts to continually upgrade its broadband service, 90% of Eagle customers can access 
the Internet at speeds of 10 MB or better, nearly 40% at 50 MB or better, and many have access to 
speeds of up to 100 MB or more. 

• Eagle strongly supports the primary goals of the Broadband Initiatives Program (“BIP”). However, 
certain BlP-funded projeets may actually frustrate the goals of BIP, lead to wasteful spending, create 
enormous economic barriere for existing providers, and limit the funds that would otherwise go to 
residents in other areas whose broadband needs were contemplated by the Recovery Act. 

• Last January, RUS announced a $101 million BIP award to one of Eagle’s competitors. Rural 
Telephone Service Co. (“RTS”). RUS stated that the award would be used to provide service in an 
area 99.5 percent unserv'ed or underserved, but RTS has said that the money will be used in part to 
build and upgrade its network in Hays, Kansas. 

• Hays is one of the best-served communities in western Kansas, with broadband available from Eagle 
and other providers. Eagle had demonstrated to RUS that it provides extensive broadband service in 
Hays, and urged RUS to seek out information about the broadband services already being offered in 
Hays by AT&T, RTS/Nex-Tech and other carriers. 

• RUS argues that this project met the technical requirements for BIP funding, but the award violates 
the spirit and the intent of both Congress’s Recovery Act broadband provisions and BIP’s own rules, 
and demonstrates a serious flaw in the award process. While much of the geographic area covered by 
the award may be technically unserv'ed, almost 50% of the 23,000 homes and businesses that are 
within the RTS project area are located in Hays. This means that millions of federal dollars will go 
towards overbuilding Eagle and other service providers in a non-rural area. 

• Facing a government-subsidized competitor creates tremendous difficulties for small con^anies like 
Eagle and puts its continued viability seriously at risk. Funding served areas creates disincentives for 
providers to continue deploying broadband through private investment. Companies that have taken 
the financial risk of serving a rural market, and serving it well, without government assistance cannot 
realistically be expected to continue to do so if they must face a government-subsidized competitor. 
Moreover, wasting valuable dollars to overbuild well-seived communities at the expense of unserved 
residents of Kansas and elsewhere does not moke sense. 

• Eagle asks that this Committee consider legislation that would require wasteful funding to be returned 
to the Treasury so it can be used for other, more pressing and needed services; that any future 
governmental funding go to areas where sufficient access to broadband is lacking; and that this 
Committee assume an active oversight role over funding awards to ensure that Eagle’s experience is 
not unnecessarily repeated. Rather than devoting scarce funds to overbuild an area already serv^ed, 
funds that would be expended in Hays should be returned to the U.S. Treasury. 
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TESTIMONY OF GARY SHORMAN 

PRESIDENT AND CEO 
EAGLE COMMUNICATIONS, INC. 

Good morning. My name is Gary Shoiman, and I am the President and Chief Executive 
Officer of Eagle Communications, Inc. (“Eagle”). Thank you for inviting me today to share my 
experience about the impact of the Recovery Act’s broadband stimulus funding program, 
specifically the Broadband Initiatives Program (“BIP”) administered by the USDA’s Rural 
Utilities Service (“RUS”), on our small, employee-owned business based in Hays, Kansas. 

Eagle Communications offers high-speed broadband Internet access service, high 
definition cable television serv'ice, and digital telephone service. We also offer web-hosting, e- 
business, and wireless solutions. Our service area includes 32 cable systems in central and 
northwestern Kansas communities serving nearly 18,000 customers. The size of our 
communities ranges from less than 250 in Cuba, Kansas to our largest community, Hays, which 
has a population of just over 20,000. Ninety-eight percent of the homes passed by our cable 
plant have access to broadband connections, and 100% of those cable modem customers have 
access to broadband service that offers 6 MB downstream/2MB upstream or faster service. As a 
result of our continued and significant efforts to continually upgrade our broadband service, 

90% of our customers can access the Internet over our fiber deep plant at speeds of 10 MB or 
better, nearly 40% at 50 MB or better, and many have access to speeds of up to 100 MB or more. 

Our company has 277 employees, 212 of which are employee-owners through our 
Employee Stock Ownership Plan. These employee-owners live, work, and raise families in the 
same communities that we sen e. Our continued success is important to each of out employee- 
owners at Eagle. 
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Our company is also involved charitably within these communities. Our employee- 
owners dedicate thousands of volunteer hours annually across the state. Our “Eagle Cares” 
program, a partnership with the Salvation Army, helps needy individuals with their telephone, 
Internet and cable payments. In 201 0, Eagle’s trucks delivered “meals on wheels” to retirees 
when bad weather kept regular drivers off the road, we recently donated emergency heart 
defibrillator units to community schools, and we have raised hundreds of thousands of dollars for 
children by sponsoring an annual telethon. Eagle was also one of the first in the country to 
connect its schools with broadband Internet connections. We like what we do, and we like where 
we do it. 

I would like to begin by stating that I strongly support the primary goals of BIP. In fact. 
Eagle applied for several BIP awards in areas we believed were unserved, but our applications 
were denied. Quality broadband services should be available to all regions of the country, 
including the least densely populated areas of the country. Broadband is a crucial driver of 
economic recovery and global competitiveness. Broadband links rural America to the rest of the 
country and the world, creates jobs, improves educational opportunities, and delivers health care 
more efficiently. Eagle has invested over $20 million to bring broadband to its service areas, but 
we recognize that there are still some rural consumers who lack access to broadband. I was 
pleased that BIP placed special emphasis on remote and rural areas without any first generation 
broadband, to allow all areas of the country to enjoy the benefits of broadband service. 

My company’s concern with the program, however, is that as it has been implemented, 
certain funded projects may actually frustrate the goals of BIP, lead to wasteful spending, create 
enormous economic barriers for existing providers, and limit the funds that would otherwise go 
to residents in other areas whose broadband needs were contemplated by the Recovery Act. 
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My testimony today will address these points in a little more detail. 

RUS’S AWARD TO RTS 

In January 2010, RUS announced a SIOl million BIP award to one of our competitors. 
Rural Telephone Service Co. (“RTS”) - nearly one-third of all the money awarded in Round One 
- split about evenly between a grant and a loan.*^ We were stunned to find that while RUS’s 
announcement of the award stated that it would be used to “provide service in an area 99.5 
percent unserved/underserved,” RTS’s CEO in an interview said that in fact, the money would be 
used in part to build and upgrade its network in Hays, Kansas - an area that Eagle and others 
already serve. 

In fact. Hays is one of the best-serv'ed communities in western Kansas. As I mentioned. 
Eagle provides broadband service of up to 100 mbps via fiber, cable modem, and wireless 
technologies. AT&T also offers high-speed broadband through the community, as does RTS’s 
own affiliate, Nex-Tech.^^ In feet, the Kansas Corporation Commission report last month on the 
availability of broadband services in Kansas shows that 99.99% (1 1,191) of the 1 1,193 total 
households in Ellis County, where Hays is the county seat, already have access to broadband of 
3-6 mbps downstream and at least 200 kbps upstream.^' It also shows that there are many areas 
of Kansas that truly lack and need broadband service. 

EAGLE’S EFFORTS TO PARTICIPATE IN THE PROCESS 


We were particularly surprised to hear that Hays was among the served communities 


The award is compri.sed of a $49,588,807 grant and a $51,612,842 loan for a la,st mile project. See 
Agriculture Secretary VilsackAnn ounces $310 Million in Recovery Act Funds for Rural Broadband Projects^ 
USDA Press Release (Jan. 25, 2010), available at http:/7www.usda.eQv/wP'S'nortal/usda.nsdaliome? 
eQntentidonlv^me&CQntentid-201Q/01/00.'12.xini . 

^ For the Ellis County, Kansas broadband service inventory map see: 

fto://fttr.cQnnectkan'Sas.org,CKSl\iblic/Connect Kansas Manning/’Countv MaD.s/Countv Broadband/Broadlrand El 
lis.pdf (last updated October 1, 2010). 

’ See Report to the Legislature Regarding the Availability of Broadband Sendees in the State of Kansas, 

Attachment D, available at httn://www.kcc.state.ks.usjfoi/201 1 broadband renort.rrdf . 
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covered by the award, because we had done our best to determine whether or not Hays was 
covered by RTS’s application, and to the extent it was, to infonn RUS of the extensive 
broadband already available in Hays. However, despite Congress’s goal that the award process 
be transparent, we found it to be exactly the opposite. 

Although RUS published maps of RTS’s proposed service areas so that existing service 
providers could demonstrate that they provide broadband services in the area, when Eagle 
viewed RTS’s proposed service area on the RUS-designated broadbandusa.gov website, we were 
unable to clearly determine whether or not Hays was covered. It appeared from the map that all 
or most of Hays was excluded. In an exercise of caution, Eagle nonetheless submitted data to 
RUS to show that it provides extensive broadband service in Hays, and a RUS field 
representative even made an on-site visit to verity this infonnation. We also urged RUS to seek 
out information about the broadband services being offered in Hays by AT&T, RTS/Nex-Tech 
and other carriers. 

After the award’s announcement, we were still uncertain as to whether Hays was 
included. We wrote repeatedly to RUS Administrator Adelstein seeking clarification as to the 
extent that Hays was actually included in the funded project, and when RUS did not promptly 
reply, submitted a Freedom of Information Act (“FOIA”) request to RUS asking for a copy of 
the application, information relating to the geographic scope of the award, and infonnation 
related to RUS’s determination that the area was unserved or underserved,* Congressman Jerry 
Moran made a similar inquiry to RUS on March 1 8. Only in mid-April did RUS finally reply to 
Representative Moran (we did not receive any response for several more months). Included in 
the response was a map different from that which previously had been available on RUS’s 

* RUS docketed the FOIA request a.s Request No. tO-106-R. 
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website. This map appears to show all of Hays as included in the project. We have since 
repeatedly tried to follow-up with RUS to obtain information on how this could have happened 
and to ask about certain apparent deficiencies in RTS’s application in identifying Hays as a 
covered community, to no avail. 

IMPACT OF THIS AWARD ON EAGLE 

The fact is, that while RUS argues that this project met the technical requirements for BIP 
funding, it violates the spirit and the intent of both Congress’s Recovery Act provisions for 
broadband and BIP’s own rules, and demonstrates a serious flaw in the award process. While 
much of the geographic area covered by the award may be technically unserv'ed, almost 50% of 
the 23,000 homes and businesses that are w'ithin the RTS project area are located in Hays.^' And 
all available data indicates that in the Hays area and Ellis County generally, more than 99% of all 
households already have access to high-speed broadband service today. This means that millions 
of federal dollars will go towards overbuilding Eagle and other service providers in a non-rural 
area, a result clearly not envisioned by the Recovery Act or tlie BIP program’s stated priorities. 

Facing a government-subsidized competitor creates tremendous difficulties for small 
companies like Eagle and puts our continued viability seriously at risk. We have invested over 
$20 million in private capital in the last 5 years alone to bring cutting-edge broadband to our 
communities. Using scarce federal resources to undermine that investment by skewing the 


Cy. BroadbandUSA.gov Rural Telephone Service Co, Inc. Scrvdce Area Map with Letter from RUS 
Administrator .tonathan Adelstein to Representative Jerry Moran, at Attachment “Rural Telephone Services 
Company BlP-Funded Service Area” (undated letter from April 2010). 

^ See Mike Com, “Rural Gets SIOOM in grants, loans," Hays Daily News (Jan. 26, 2010), available at 

httpV/www.hdnews.net/Stoi'v/ruralO 12610 . RUS Administrator Adelstein and the CEO of RTS have each tried to 
emphasize that the Hays overbuild only covers 8 of the 4,600 miles of this project. See 'Under Fire: Adelstein 
Defends Broadband Stimulus Grants, " CableFax, March 11, 2010; Mike Com, “Eagle Takes Issue with Federal 
Aid, ” Hays Daily News (April 4, 201 0). Such a small geographic area could be easily excised from this project. 
As noted above, those 8 miles contain almost half of the homes and businesses within the project, all of which have 
access to robust broadband .service. RTS should be forced to compete in Hays fairly, without government subsidy. 
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playing field is wrong. It threatens the jobs of our 277 employees who live in the very 
communities the award was intended to benefit, offsetting new jobs created by the project, and 
undermines one broadband provider in the area to benefit another. 

Eagle is happy to face competition from other providers. We have competed with RTS 
for many years, just as we have competed with large corporations like DISH Network, AT&T, 
Verizon, and DirecTV. That type of competition, however, differs from government-backed 
investment in particular companies. RTS already has repeatedly gained millions from 
government support programs. Even prior to its $101 million BIP award, RTS received 
assistance from RUS on at least 32 other projects, and received many millions of dollars from 
federal and state Universal Service Fund (“USF”) programs.^' Specifically, over a 5-year period, 
RTS received over $100 million in USF support for its wireline network and its wireless affiliate 
received almost $50 million in additional USF support. The $ 1 01 million in BIP funding for a 
fiber network thus represents the third network RTS is building at taxpayer expense. 

By injecting this level of BIP funding into our existing service area, on top of the tens of 
millions that RTS receives every year in USF support, the government is effectively penalizing 
our small company that has invested private capital in its communities while supporting another 
company that has repeatedly benefitted from government subsidies. Competing with such a 
handpicked beneficiary of taxpayer funds greatly and unnecessarily disadvantages a small, 
private, employee-owned business as ours. 

It is already clear to us the ovenvhelming impact that the BIP award to RTS will have on 
our operations. RTS has approached every Hays area resident and asked for permission to install 
-for free - network boxes on each residence in preparation for its buildout. It has people all 

^ See Fee’s Response dated May 4, 2009 to U.S. House of Representatives eominttlee on Energy and 

C’onnnerce Universal Seivice Fund Data Request of April I, 2009, pp. 139, 177, 215, available at 
http://republican.s.ettergvcQnimerce.hott.se.gov/.Mediat'file/NewS;4150409 FC’e Resnonse on USF.ndf . 
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over the city working evenings and weekends to contact residents and businesses to secure this 
approval. RTS’s subsidiary in Hays, Nex-Tech, has sent letters to Hays residents advertising that 
the construction of Nex-Tech’s fiber-to-the-premise communications system “will soon begin,” 
seeking permission to install the fiber, and emphasizing that the “fiber installation is FREE for 
you.” Moreover, the letters entice Hays residents to sign up to enter drawings to “Win a Free 
Laptop Computer!” and “Win a 50” Hi-Def TV.” RTS’s CEO has stated publicly that it 
anticipates tremendous response to these efforts, and expects to win at least 75% of the 
households this way.*' It is unreasonable to expect a privately fimded company to match these 
offers or expect to compete against this kind of government funding. 

BIP awards must be consistent with the goals of the program and made with full 
awareness of marketplace realities. Funding sen'ed areas creates disincentives for providers to 
continue deploying broadband through private investment. A robust broadband strategy 
inevitably depends on this continued private investment - government subsidies cannot fund all 
the broadband deployment needed for the country to become truly broadband-accessible. 
Companies that have taken the financial risk of serving a rural market, and serving it well, 
without government assistance cannot realistically be expected to continue to do so if they must 
face a government-subsidized competitor. Moreover, wasting valuable dollars to overbuild well- 
served communities at the expense of unserved residents of Kansas and elsewhere does not make 
sense. 

EAGLE’S RECOMMENDATIONS 

I conclude today by first, thanking the Committee for holding this hearing; second, 
asking that this Committee consider legislation that would require wasteful funding to be 

^ See Mike Com, “Nex-Tech Pushes Aliead With Project,” Hays Daily News (Feb. 14, 2010), available at 

http:.''7wvw.hdnews.net/Storv/niial021410 . 
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returned to the Treasury so it can be used for other, more pressing and needed services; and third, 
asking that this Committee assume an active oversight role over funding awards to ensure that 
my experience is not unnecessarily repeated. 

Specifically, RUS should be required to defimd RTS’s project in the Hays non-mral 
served area and other places where BIP funds were spent in manners contrary to the goals of the 
program. Rather than devoting scarce funds to overbuild an area already served, the funds that 
would be expended in Hays should be returned to the U.S. Treasury. Any future governmental 
funding should go to areas of the state where sufficient access to broadband is lacking, as 
identified by both the Kansas Corporation Commission and Connect Kansas. 

Taxpayer dollars should not be wasted in an area that is already being served with 
significant broadband by more than one enterprise, at the potential cost of job loss for Eagle 
employees, lost competition, and lost additional investment by private enterprise, RTS should be 
required to compete fairly in Hays and other served areas, without the benefit of a federal 
subsidy. Moreover, our experience shows that there remains a need for meaningful transparency 
in the process before providing funding. 

I sincerely thank you for the opportunity to speak here today and I appreciate your 
willingness to consider ways to ensure that broadband stimulus funds are spent in the most 
effective way possible for all Americans. 


8 



56 



Service Area Map Page 2 of 3 


57 


Congressman Moran 


3 


Rural Telephone Services Company 
BIP-Funded Service Area 





58 


Mr. Walden. Mr. Shorman, thank you for your testimony today. 
It is most helpful in our look at this issue. I would now like to rec- 
ognize Mr. Mark Goldstein, Director of Physical Infrastructure 
Issues from the Government Accountability Office. Mr. Goldstein, 
you have 5 minutes. We appreciate the good work your agency does 
and we look forward to your comments and testimony. 

STATEMENT OF MARK GOLDSTEIN 

Mr. Goldstein. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the 
subcommittee. We appreciate the opportunity to participate in this 
hearing to discuss oversight of the broadband programs funded 
through the Recovery Act. 

As you know, access to broadband services seem as vital to eco- 
nomic, social, and educational development, yet many areas of the 
country lack access to or the residents do not use broadband. To 
expand broadband deployment adoption, the Recovery Act provided 
$7.2 billion to the National Telecommunications and Information 
Administration and the Rural Utilities Service for grants or loans 
to a variety of program applicants. The Congress subsequently re- 
scinded the $300 million of this funding. The Recovery Act required 
that agencies awarded all funds by September 30, 2010. 

This testimony summarizes an update to two prior GAO reports 
including one, NTIA and RUS’s efforts to award Recovery Act 
broadband funds and two, remaining risks that NTIA and RUS 
face in providing oversight for funded projects. 

NTIA and RUS awarded grants and loans for several hundred 
broadband projects in two funded rounds. By the end of fiscal year 
2010 NTIA and RUS awarded grants and loans to 553 broadband 
projects across the country. These awards represent almost $7.5 
billion in obligated funds which exceed the 7.2 billion provided by 
the Recovery Act because an agency such as RUS that awards 
loans can obligate funds in excess of its budget authority. 

In our review of the first funding round, we found that NTIA and 
RUS with the help of agency’s contractors consistently substan- 
tiated information provided by awarded — by award recipients ap- 
plications. We have not evaluated the thoroughness of the process 
used by agencies in the second round. Because of the challenges 
the programs face and what we have previously reported, we rec- 
ommended that NTIA and RUS take several actions to ensure the 
funded projects receive sufficient oversight. These recommenda- 
tions included the following. One, that NTIA and RUS develop con- 
tingency plans to ensure sufficient resources for oversight of funded 
projects beyond fiscal year 2010 and that the agencies incorporate 
into their monitoring plans steps to address the variability and 
funding levels for program oversight beyond 2010. Two, that NTIA 
and RUS should use information provided by applicants to estab- 
lish quantifiable outcome base performance goals by which to 
measure program effectiveness. Three, that NTIA should determine 
whether commercial entities receiving BTOP grants should be sub- 
ject to an annual audit requirement. 

We can report that NTIA and RUS have taken several actions to 
address these recommendations and improve oversight. These ac- 
tions include that NTIA has developed and is beginning to imple- 
ment a post-award framework to ensure the successful execution of 
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BTOP. This framework includes three main elements: monitoring 
and reporting, compliance and technical assistance. As part of its 
oversight plans, NTIA intends to use desk reviews and on-site vis- 
its to monitor the implementation of BTOP awards and ensure 
compliance with award conditions by recipients, and intends to pro- 
vide technical assistance in the form of training: Webinars, con- 
ference calls, workshops, and outreach for all recipients of BTOP 
funding. RUS is also putting into place a multifaceted oversight 
framework to monitor compliance and progress of recipients of BIP 
funding. 

Unlike NTIA, which is developing a new oversight framework, 
RUS plans to replicate the oversight framework it uses for existing 
grants and loan programs. The main components of RUS’s over- 
sight framework are financial and program reporting, and desk and 
field monitoring. According to RUS officials, no later than 30 days 
after the end of each calendar-year quarter, BIP recipients will be 
required to submit several types of information to RUS, including 
balance sheets, income statements, statements of cash flow, sum- 
mary of rate packages, and the number of broadband subscribers 
in each community. In addition, RUS intends to conduct desk and 
site reviews. 

RUS extended its contract with ICF International to provide BIP 
program support through 2013. According to RUS, the agency fully 
funded the contract extension using Recovery Act funds and no ap- 
propriations are required to continue the contract until fiscal year 
2013. In addition, RUS extended the term of employment through 
fiscal year 2011 for 25 temporary employees assigned to assist with 
the oversight of BIP projects. Last spring, NTIA reported that for- 
profit awardees will be required to comply with program-specific 
audit requirements set forth by the Office of Management and 
Budget under the Single Audit Act. This audit and reporting re- 
quirement will give NTIA the oversight tool it needs to help ensure 
that projects meet the objectives of the Recovery Act and guard 
against waste, fraud, and abuse. 

Finally, despite these actions, NTIA and RUS have not fully ad- 
dressed all our recommendations and we therefore remain con- 
cerned about the oversight of broadband programs. First, NTIA’s 
oversight plan assumes the Agency will receipt additional funding 
for oversight. For fiscal year 2011, the President’s budget requested 
included nearly $24 million to continue oversight activities and 
funds as they are expire shortly. NTIA reported that it is impera- 
tive that it receive sufficient funding to ensure effective oversight. 
RUS’s oversight activities which the agency in part addressed 
through the extension of this contract with ICF International, how- 
ever, should there be a reduction in RUS’s fiscal year 2011 budget 
and beyond, the agency will need to assess the fiscal impacts and 
the temporary employment of these staff members. Therefore, we 
believe the agencies and especially NTIA need to do more to ensure 
their oversight reflects current fiscal realities. Second, we continue 
to keep our recommendations open regarding performance goals. 
NITA has taken some steps on this recommendation such as cre- 
ating new goals related to new network miles and workstations de- 
ployed, but the Agency continues to establish additional goals and 
network is not yet complete. 
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Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, this concludes 
my prepared remarks. I would be happy to answer any questions 
you may have. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Goldstein follows:] 
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What GAO Found 

NTIA and RUS awarded grants and loans for several hundred broadband 
projects in two funding rounds. By the end of fiscal year 2010, NTIA and RUS 
awarded grants and loans to 553 broadband projects across the country (see 
table below). These projects represent almost $7.5 billion in awarded funds, 
which exceeds the $7.2 billion provided by the Recovery Act because RUS — 
which awards loans that must be repaid to the government — heis authority to 
provide funds in excess of its budget authority. In its review of the first 
binding round, GAO found th^ NTIA and RUS, with the help of the agencies’ 
contractors, consistently substantiated information provided by award 
recipients’ applications. GAO has not evaluated the thoroughness of the 
process used by the agencies in the second round of funding. 


Ev^en with steps taken to address project oversight, risks to the success of the 
broadband programs remam. GAO previously reported that NTIA and RUS 
face several challenges to successfully overseeing the broadband programs. 
These challenges include (1) monitoring and overseeing a combined total of 
553 projects that are diverse in scale, scope, and technology and (2) 
conducting project oversight activities after the expiration of Recovery Act 
funding on September 30, 2010. Because of these challenges, in two previous 
reports, GAO recommended that NTIA and RUS take several actions to ensure 
that funded projects receive sufficient oversiglit. For example, GAO 
recommended that NTIA and RUS develop contingency plans to ensure 
sufficient resources for oversight of funded projects beyond fiscal year 2010. 
The agencies have taken several actions to address GAO’s recommendations 
and improve oversight of funded projecis—both agencies develc^)od oversight 
plans, RUS secured contractor support though fiscal year 2013, and NTIA 
established audit requirements for commercial awardees. Even with these 
actions, GAO remains concerned about the oversight of the broadband 
programs. In particular, GAO believes the agencies, and especially NTIA, 
need to do more to ensure their oversight plans reflect current fiscal realities. 


Projects Awarded Federal Funding by NTIA and RUS as of September 30, 2010 


(Dollars in miHions) 



Agency 

Federal funds awarded Projects awarded funding 

NTIA grants 

$3,936 

233 

RUS grants and loans 

3,529‘ 

320 

Total 

$7,465 

553 


Source: KTIA and RUS doewnents. 

This amount is based on a total budget authority of more than $2.4 billion, which includes more than 
$2.3 billion tor grants and about $87 million to support loans. 
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Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee: 

We appreciate the opportunity to participate in this hearing to discuss 
oversight of the broadband programs funded through the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009‘ (Recovery Act). Access to 
broadband — ^which offers a higher speed Internet connection than dial-up 
and always-on connectivity — is seen as vital to economic, social, and 
educational development. However, many ^eas of the country lack access 
to, or their residents do not use, broadband. The Recovery Act 
appropriated $7.2 bilhon to extend access to broadband throughout the 
United States. Of the $7.2 billion, $4.7 biUion was appropriated for the 
Department of Commerce’s National Telecommunications and 
Information Administration (NTIA)" and $2.5 billion for the Department of 
Agriculture’s Rural Utilities Service (RUS). Specifically, the Recovery Act 
authorized NTIA to create the Broadband Technology Opportunities 
Program (BTOP) to support broadband infrastructure deployment, public 
computer centers, and innovative projects to stimulate demand for, and 
adoption of, broadband.^ Similarly, RUS established the Broadband 
Initiatives Program (BIP) to support broadband infrastructure projects in 
rural areas. The Recoveiy Act required NTIA and RUS to award all funds 
by September 30, 2010, and both BTOP and BIP projects must be 
substantially complete within 2 years and fully complete no later than 3 
years following the date of issuance of their award. 

As part of our ongoing efforts to monitor Recovery Act programs, we 
issued two reports that reviewed NTlA’s and RUS’s respective 
implementation of BTOP and BIP." In those reports, we provided 
information on the agencies’ efforts to evaluate grant and loan 
applications and award funds, as well as on challenges the agencies face in 
overseeing funded projects. We made several recommendations to NTIA 


‘Pub. L. No. 111-6, 123Stat. 115 (2009). 

^Congress subsequently rescinded $300 million of the fundii^g provided for NTIA that had 
not been awarded previously. Pub. L No. 111-226 § 802, 124 Stat. 2389, 2404 (2010). 

' Of the $4.7 billion, up to $350 million was made available for the purpose of developing 
and maintaining a nationwide map featuring the availability of broadband service, with 
some funds available for transfer to the Federal Communications Commission for the 
development of a national broadband plan. 

GAO, Recoveiy Act- Further Exist to Strengthen Oversight of Broadband 

Stimulus ProgramSy GAO-10-823 (Washington, D.C.: Aug. 4, 2010), and Recovery Act- 
Agencies Are Addressing Broadband Program Challenges, but Actions Are Ne^ed to 
Improve Implementation, GAO-10^ (Washington, D.C.: Nov. 16, 2009). 
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and RUS in those reports to address the process by which the agencies 
reviewed funding applications, and to improve the agencies’ oversight and 
monitoring of funded projects. My testimony today summarizes and 
updates information from those reports by discussing (1) NTIA’s and 
RUS’s efforts to award Recovery Act broadband funds and (2) remaining 
risks that NTIA and RUS face in providing oversight for funded projects. 

To conduct our work, we reviewed and summarized information from our 
existing reports and prior testimony.* We reviewed NTIA and RUS reports 
on the status of STOP and BIP awards. We also gathered additional 
information from NTIA and RUS on steps taken by the agencies to respond 
to recommendations in our prior reports. We conducted aU of our work in 
accordance with generally accepted government auditing standards. 
Additional information on our scope and methodology is available in each 
issued product. 


NTIA and RUS 
Awarded Grants and 
Loans for Several 
Hundred Broadband 
Projects in Two 
Funding Rounds 


By the end of fiscal year 2010, NTIA and RUS awarded grants and loans to 
553 broadband projects across the country (see table 1). These projects 
represent almost $7.5 billion in funds awarded, which exceeds the $7.2 
billion provided by the Recovery Act because an agency such as RUS that 
awards loans can award and obligate funds in excess of its budget 
authority.® NTIA awarded more than $3.9 billion in grant funding to 233 
projects for various purposes, including 123 broadband infrastructure 
projects, 66 public computer center projects, and 44 projects designed to 
encourage broadband adoption. NTIA reported that ttie vast majority of its 
broadband infrastructure projects were investments in middle-mile 
infrastructure projects, which are intended to provide a link from the 
Internet backbone to the networks of local broadband service providers, 
such as cable or phone companies. Based on a budget authority of more 
than $2.4 billion, RUS awarded funds to 320 projects, including more than 
$2.3 billion for grants and about $87 million for loans. According to RUS, 


*GAO, Recovery Act: Preliminaiy Observations on the Implementation of Broadband 
Programs, GAO-10-192T (Washington, D.C.: OcL 27, 2009). 

®RUS received $2.5 billion for both grants and loans. For grants, the face amount of each 
grant is charged against RUS budget authority. Because loans, unlike grants, must be 
repaid to the government, RUS uses a complex formula to calculate charges against its 
budget authority. The Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990 requires RUS to account for the 
budgetary impact of loans by estimating the expected net loss (or gain) of loans. This net 
amount, which is estimated by calculating the net present value of all cash flows to and 
from RUS ovct the lifetime of the loans, is referred to as the subsidy cost of the loans. RUS 
must charge the subsidy cost of loans to its budget authority. 


P^e 2 
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the budget authority of $87 million for loans supports almost $1.2 billion in 
total loans, and a combined loan and grant award amount of more than 
$3.5 billion. According to RUS, the vast majority of its awards and funding 
amounts went to last-mile projects, which are intended to provide 
connections from Internet service providers to homes, businesses, or 
other users. 


Table 1 : Projects Awarded Federal Funding by NTIA and RUS as of September 30, 
2010 

(Dollars in millions) 



Agency 

Federal funds awarded 

Projects awarded funding 

NTIA grants 

$3,936 

233 

RUS grants and loans 

3,529* 

320 

Total 

$7,465 

553 


Source: NT1A aoo RUS Oacumems. 

This amount is based on a total budget auttiority of more than S2.4 billion, which indudes rriore than 
S2.3 billion for grants and about $87 million to support loans. 


NTIA and RUS awarded the BTOP and BIP grants, loans, and loan/grant 
combinations in two funding rounds. NTIA and RUS initially proposed 
using three separate funding rounds during the 18-month window to award 
the entire $7.2 billion. We reported that under this approach each funding 
round would operate under a compressed schedule that would impose 
challenges on applicants in preparing their project applications, as well as 
on the agencies in reviewing these applications to meet their statutoiy 
deadlines. NTIA and RUS subsequently revised tlieir plans and issued the 
awards in two funding rounds. 

• In the first funding round, which began in July 2009 and ended in April 
2010, NTIA and RUS received more than 2,200 applications and awarded 
143 grants, loans, and lo^grant combinations totaling almost $2.2 billion 
to a variety of entities in nearly every state and U.S. territory. In our review 
of the first funding round, we found that NTIA and RUS, with the help of 
the agencies’ contractors — Booz Allen Hamilton and IGF International, 
respectively — consistently substantiated information provided by award 
recipients in their applications during the first round of funding.^ We 
reviewed 32 award recipient applications and found that the agencies 
consistently reviewed the applications and substantiated the information 


^GAO-ias23. 
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as specified in the first funding notice. In each of the files, we observed 
written documentation that the agencies and their contractors reviewed 
and verified pertinent applicatioit materials, and requested additional 
documentation where necessary. 

• In the second funding round, which began in January 2010 and ended in 
September 2010, NTIA and RUS received more than 1,700 applications and 
awarded approximately $5.3 billion in funding for 410 projects. To meet 
the Recovery Act’s September 30, 2010, deadline for awarding broadband 
funds, NTIA and RUS streamlined their application review processes by 
issuing separate funding notices that targeted different types of 
infrastructure projects and reduced the number of steps in the due- 
diligence review process. NTIA also reduced the basic eligibility factors 
for BTOP grants from five to three, moved from a largely unpaid to a paid 
reviewer model to ensure that reviews were conducted in a timely fashion, 
and decreased the number of reviewers per application from three to two. 
Although NTIA officials reported that these steps allowed the agency to 
complete the initial portion of its review ahead of schedule, we have not 
evaluated the thoroughness of t he revised evaluation process used by the 
agencies in the second round of funding. 


Even with Steps 
Taken to Address 
Project Oversight, 
Risks to the Success 
of the Broadband 
Programs Remain 


We previously reported that NTIA and RUS face several challenges to 
successfully overseeing the broadband programs. These challenges 
include; 

Number and scale of projects. NTIA and RUS will need to monitor and 
oversee a combined total of 553 projects that are diverse in scale, scope, 
and technology. The agencies funded several types of broadband projects 
dispersed nationwide, with at least one project in every stale. NTIA funded 
middle-mile broadband infrastructure projects for unserved and 
underserved areas, public computer centers, and sustainable broadband 
adoption projects. RUS funded both last- and middle-mile infrastructure 
projects in rural areas across the country. The agencies funded projects 
using multiple types of technology, including wireline, wireless, and 
satellite. In addition, the agencies awarded funds to many large projects, 
which may pose a greater risk for misuse of federal funds than smaller 
projects. One of RUS’s largest projects provided more than $81 million in 
grant funding and $10 million in loan funding to the American Samoa 
Telecommunications Authority to replace old copper infrastructure with a 
fiber-optic network to link the main islands of American Samoa; RUS 
reported that this project will make broadband services available to 9,735 
households, 315 businesses, and 106 anchor institutions, and create an 
estimated 2,000 jobs. One of NTlA’s largest BTOP projects received more 
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than $154 million, which was awarded to Los Angeles region public safety 
agencies to deploy a public safety mobile broadband network across Los 
Angeles County to enable services such as computer-aided dispatch, rapid 
law-enforcement queries, real-time video streaming, and medical telemetry 
and patient tracking, among others. 

Adding to these challenges, NTIA and RUS must ensure that the recipient 
constructs the infrastructure project in the entire project area, not just the 
area where it may be most profitable for the company to provide service. 
For example, the Recovery Act mandates that RUS fund projects where at 
least 75 percent of the hinded area is in a rural area that lacks sufficient 
access to high-speed broadband service to facilitate rural economic 
development^ these are often rural areas with limited demand, and the 
high cost of providing service to these areas make them less profitable for 
broadband providers. Companies may have an incentive to build first 
where they have the most opportunity for profit and leave the unserved 
parts of their projects for last in order to achieve the highest number of 
subscribers as possible. To ensure that Recovery Act funds reach hard-to- 
serve areas, recipients must deploy their infrastructure projects 
throughout the proposed area on which their award was based. 

Providing oversi^t alter Recovery Act funding has ceased. STOP 
and DIP projects must be substantially complete within 2 years of the 
award date and fully complete within 3 years of the award date. As a 
result, some projects are not expected to be completed imtU 2013. As we 
previously reported, NTIA and RUS officials maintain that site visits, in 
particular, are essential to monitoring progress and ensuring compliance. 
However, the Recovery Act did not provide specific funding for the 
administration and oversight of BTOP- and BlP-funded projects beyond 
September 30, 2010. To effectively monitor and oversee more than $7 
billion in Recoveiy Act broadband funding, NTIA and RUS will have to 
devote sufficient resources, including staffing, to ensure that recipients 
fulfill their obligations. 

Because of these challenges, in our 2009 and 2010 reports, we 
recommended that NTIA and RUS take several actions to ensure that 
funded projects receive sufficient oversight: 

1. NTIA and RUS should develop contingency plans to ensure 

sufficient resources for oversight of funded projects beyond fiscal 
year 2010. FVuthermore, we recommended that the agencies 
incorporate into their risk-based monitoring plans, steps to address 


Pages 


GAO-11-371T Recovery Act 



68 


the variability in funding levels for postaward oversight beyond 
September 30, 2010. 

2. NTIA and RUS should use information provided by applicants in 
the first funding round to establish quantifiable, outcome-based 
performance goals by which to measure program effectiveness. 

3. NTIA should determine whether commercial entities receiving 
BTOP grants should be subject to an annual audit requirement. 

NTIA and RUS have taken several actions to address these 
recommendations and improve oversight of funded projects. These actions 
include: 

NTIA and RUS developed oversight plans. NTIA has developed and is 
beginning to implement a postaward framework to ensure the successful 
execution of BTOP. This framework includes three main elements: (1) 
monitoring and reporting, (2) compliance, and (3) technical assistance. As 
part of its oversight plans, NTIA intends to use desk reviews and on-site 
visits to monitor the implementation of BTOP awards and ensure 
compliance with award conditions by recipients. NTIA also plans to 
provide technical assistance in the form of training, Webinars, conference 
calls, workshops, and outreach for all recipients of BTOP funding to 
address any problems or issues recipieiits may have implementing the 
projects, as well as to a^ist in adhering to award guidelines and regulatory 
requirements. Additionally, RUS is putting into place a multifaceted 
oversight framework to monitor compliance and progress for recipients of 
BIP funding. Unlike NTIA, which is developing a new oversight framework 
for BTOP, RUS plans to use the same oversight framework for BIP that it 
uses for its existing grant and loan programs. The main components of 
RUS’s oversight framework are (1) financial and program reporting and 
(2) desk and field monitoring. According to RUS officials, no later than 30 
day.s after the end of each calendar-year quarter, BIP recipients will be 
required to submit several types of information to RUS, including balance 
sheets, income statements, statements of cash flow, summaries of rate 
packages, and the number of broadband subscribers in each community. 

In addition, RUS intends to conduct desk and site reviews. 

RUS secured contractor support through fiscal year 2013. RUS 
extended its contract with IGF International to provide BIP program 
support through 2013. According to RUS, the agency fully funded the 
contract extension using Recovery Act funds and no additional 
appropriations are required to continue the contract through fiscal year 
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2013. In addition, RUS extended of the term of employment through fiscal 
year 201 1 for 25 temporary employees assigned to assist with the oversight 
of BIP projects. 

NTIA established audit requirements for commercial awardees. On 
May 17, 2010, NTIA reported that for-profit awardees will be required to 
comply with program-specific audit requirements set forth by the Office of 
Management and Budget. This audit and reporting requirement will give 
NTIA the oversight tools it needs to help ensure tliat projects meet the 
objectives of the Recoveiy Act and guard against waste, fraud, and abuse. 

Even with these actions, NTIA and RUS have not fully addressed all our 
recommendations and we therefore remain concerned about the oversight 
of the broadband programs. First, NTIA’s oversight plan assumes the 
agency will receive additional funding for oversight. For fiscal year 2011, 
the President’s budget request includes nearly $24 million to continue 
oversight activities. NTIA reported that it is imperative that it receive 
sufficient funding to ensure effective oversigld. In contrast, the President's 
budget request does not include additional resources to continue RUS’s 
oversight activities, which the agency in part addressed through the 
extension of its contact with ICF International. However, should there be a 
reduction in RUS’s fiscal year 2011 budget, the agency will need to assess 
its impacts and the temporary employment of 25 staff members, as 
discussed previously. Therefore, we believe the agencies, especially NTIA, 
need to do more to ensure their oversight plans reflect current fiscal 
realities. Second, we continue to keep our recommendation regarding 
performance goals open. NTIA has taken some action on this 
recommendation, such as creating goals related to new network miles and 
workstations deployed, but it continues to establish additional goals. 


Mr. Chairman and Members of the subcommittee, this concludes my 
prepared statement. 1 would be pleased to respond to any questions that 
you or other members of the subcommittee might have. 

For questions regarding this statement, please contact Mark L. Goldstein 
at (202) 512-2834 or goldsteinm@gao.gov. Contact points for our Offices of 
Congressional Relations and Public Relations can be found on the last 
page of this statement Michael Clements, Assistant Director; Matt 
Barranca; Elizabeth Eisenstadt; Hannah Laufe; and Mindi Weisenbloom 
also made key contributions to this statement. 
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Mr. Walden. Thank you, Mr. Goldstein. Thank you. Thanks 
again for your work on this issue and for your advice and counsel. 
I would now like to recognize the Honorable Phyllis K. Fong, In- 
spector General, U.S. Department of Agriculture. Ms. Fong, we ap- 
preciate your input today and the work that you and your folks do 
and we look forward to you testimony. 

STATEMENT OF PHYLLIS K. FONG 

Ms. Fong. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Eshoo, 
and members of the subcommittee. We appreciate the opportunity 
to testify this morning about our work in this broadband program. 

As you may know, over the last 10 years, RUS has administered 
programs intended to provide broadband service to rural areas that 
lack these services. We did audits of these programs in 2005 and 
2009, and our most significant findings were that RUS was funding 
projects in communities close to major metropolitan areas rather 
than in more rural areas, and that RUS’s funding projects in areas 
that had pre-existing broadband service. We made a number of rec- 
ommendations to RUS to help RUS improve the management of its 
programs and to focus funding on rural communities. RUS agreed 
with many of our recommendations but it has not yet fully imple- 
mented its corrective actions. We recognize in the OIG’s office that 
recent legislation such as the 2008 Farm bill and the Recovery Act 
has actually partially addressed some of the concerns that we 
raised, but we also believe that the basic policy goals and manage- 
ment challenges still exist with respect to delivery in these pro- 
grams and so we will continue our work with RUS to address these 
issues. 

Let me briefly talk about fraud in the program. One of the things 
that our investigations have revealed that in some instances 
broadband providers receiving RUS funds have engaged in fraud 
and other criminal conduct. We have had some successful prosecu- 
tions where broadband companies have been convicted of submit- 
ting fraudulent invoices and claims. And as a result, those compa- 
nies and some of those individuals have had to make restitution to 
the government and have received prison terms and other proba- 
tionary terms. One company has in fact been debarred from doing 
business with the government for five years as a result of our in- 
vestigative work. 

With respect to oversight of the Recovery Broadband Program, as 
you all know the Recovery Act provided $28 billion to USDA across 
nine major mission areas. Of this amount, 2.5 billion was allocated 
for broadband. When we started to assess the — was going to per- 
form multi-agency review of these programs and so we decided to 
hold in abeyance our own oversight until GAO had finished its 
work which it appears now an appropriate time. And so at this 
time we are planning to initiate audit work within UDSA OIG on 
RUS’s broadband program to determine how effectively it is run- 
ning. We have not finalized our audit program, but the kinds of 
issues that we are considering include the adequacy of RUS’s over- 
sight functions, RUS’s use of a contractor, eligibility of borrowers 
and grantees, assessment of any delinquent or defaulted loans, and 
basically the use of program funds for authorized purposes. While 
we develop our program we will be working very closely with Com- 
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merce, GAO, and FCC to make sure that we don’t duplicate efforts 
and we expect to roll our initiative in the spring of this year. So 
that concludes my statement and I welcome any questions. 

[The prepared statement of Ms. Fong follows:] 
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USDA’s Broadband Grant and Loan Programs — 

An Overview of the Office of Inspector General’s (OIG) Oversight Activities 

Summary of Testimony by Inspector General Phyllis K. Fong 


USDA-OIG, as part of our broader efforts to promote efficiency and effectiveness, first looked at 
the Rural Utilities Service’s (RUS) broadband grant and loan programs in 2005. The law 
establishing these programs stated that these funds would be used in rural communities lacking 
broadband access. Our 2005 report found several problems in the programs’ administration, 
including the fact that RUS was; 

• Funding projects in communities close to major metropolitan areas. 

• Funding projects in areas with preexisting broadband service. 

Our 2005 report made 14 recommendations intended to help RUS improve the programs and 
more narrowly focus on rural communities without preexisting broadband service. RUS did not 
agree with many of our recommendations, and though OIG continues to work with RUS to 
resolve these issues, the USDA Office of the Chief Financial Officer has not accepted RUS’ 
actions as adequate to close 10 of our 14 recommendations, as of January 2011. 

In 2009, we issued a followup report on this topic. We found that RUS was still making loans 
OIG found questionable. Specifically, from 2005 to 2009, we found that: 

• RUS made loans to broadband providers serving 148 communities within 30 miles of 
cities with 200,000 or more inhabitants, including Chicago and Las Vegas, 

• RUS approved only three applications to areas that were completely without preexisting 
broadband service. 

Since USDA’s broadband programs have received $2.5 billion in additional money from the 
Recovery Act, OIG and the Government Accountability Office are coordinating to oversee these 
funds. We plan to address these issues again in work we have proposed to begin this year. 
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Good morning, Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee, 1 thank you for inviting me to 
testify before you today to discuss the Office of Inspector General’s (OIG) oversight of the 
Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) broadband grant and loan programs. 

As you know, OIG’s mission is to promote the efficiency and effectiveness of USDA programs 
by performing audits and investigations to reduce fraud, waste, and abuse. We perform audits 
designed to ascertain if a program is functioning as intended, if program payments are reaching 
those they are intended to reach, and if funds are achieving the purpose they were intended to 
accomplish. When we find problems with the programs we oversee, we make recommendations 
we believe will help the agency better fulfill its mission. We also conduct investigations of 
individuals who abuse USDA programs — these investigations can result in fines and 
imprisonment for those convicted of wrongdoing. 

When the Recovery Act was passed. Congress provided $2,5 billion in additional money to fund 
USDA’s broadband programs, as well as $4.7 billion to the Department of Commerce for similar 
purposes.' The Recovery Act also mandated that the Government Accountability Office (GAO) 
oversee the expenditure of Recovery Act funds, including broadband funds,^ 

As USDA-OIG began planning its oversight activities and determining which Recovery Act 
programs it would review, we coordinated closely with GAO. When GAO concluded that it 
would perform a multi-department review of broadband that included USDA, we decided that we 


' The National Telecommunications and Information Administration’s Broadband Technology Opportunities 
Program. 

^ American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, Public Law No. 1 1 1-5, at Sec. 901, dated Feb. 17, 2009. 
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would not review the programs again until GAO had finished its work so that we could avoid 
duplicating each other’s efforts.^ 

However, given the seriousness of the concerns raised by our prior audits and investigations 
(discussed in more detail below), and the amount of money being spent on broadband, USDA- 
OIG will be taking up these issues again in our future work. Though we have not fully 
formulated our scope and approach, we plan to initiate work in this area this year. Our project 
will likely evaluate Rural Utilities Service’s (RUS). current program operations and assess the 
effectiveness of RUS’ corrective actions to address the recommendations set out in our 2005 and 
2009 reports. 

Audits of USDA’s Broadband Grant and Loan Programs 

Since 2001, RUS has been responsible for administering USDA’s broadband grant and loan 
programs. The 2002 Farm Bill authorized USDA to provide funds for the cost of construction, 
improvement, or acquisition of facilities and equipment for broadband service in eligible rural 
communities.'* In 2005, we completed our first review of RUS* administration of those 
programs.^ 

Of the $895 million in grants and loans RUS issued from 2001 to 2005, we reviewed 

$599 million and questioned the expenditure of $340 million for reasons including loans that 

were approved despite incomplete applications, loans that defaulted, and grant funds used for 

inappropriate purposes. We further found that RUS had not maintained its focus on rural 

communities lacking preexisting broadband service. In approving broadband grants and loans, 

^ To date, we understand that GAO has published several reports dealing with various aspects of the Government’s 
efforts to spur broadband development. 

Farm Security and Rural Investment Act of 2002, Public Law 107-171, dated May 13, 2002. 

^ “Rural Utilities Service Broadband Grant and Loan Programs,” 0960i-4-TE, dated September 30, 2005. 
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RUS used a definition of rural communities that was too broad to distinguish between rural areas 
and areas that were close to major metropolitan centers. As a result, the agency issued 
$103.4 million of its $895 million in grants and loans (12 percent) to 64 communities near large 
cities, including $45.6 million in loans to 19 suburban subdivisions within a few miles of 
downtown Houston, Texas. 

We also questioned RUS’ practice of devoting significant portions of its resources to funding 
competitive service in areas with preexisting broadband access rather than expanding service to 
communities without existing access. In 2004, we found that 1 59 of the 240 communities 
associated with the loans (66 percent) already had preexisting broadband service, despite the fact 
that the law establishing the broadband program made it clear that these funds were intended to 
be used first for “eligible rural communities in which broadband service is not available to 
residential customers.”* We also questioned RUS’ decision to fund certain providers in rural 
communities, but not others, This decision could create an uneven playing field for providers 
already operating without Government subsidies. Why should one provider be given a 
Government loan or grant when another provider offers service without that assistance? Lending 
in a rural market with preexisting providers could also set up some of RUS’ loans to fail if there 
are too few subscribers to sustain multiple competing providers. 

Our 2005 report made 14 recommendations intended to help RUS improve its administration of 
the broadband grant and loan programs, and more narrowly focus its resources on rural 
communities without preexisting broadband service. In its response, RUS did not agree with 
how OIG portrayed the broadband grant and loan programs, and for the next several years OIG 

‘ Amendments to the Distance Learning and Telemedicine Program, Public Law 106-387,114 Stat. 1549A-22, dated 
October 28, 2000; 7 CFR § 1738.11. 
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worked with RUS to resolve our recommendations. In 2009, we revisited the broadband 
programs to see what progress RUS had made in responding to these recommendations, and also 
to respond to requests from Congress for additional information.^ 

We reported that RUS had not taken adequate corrective action for 8 of our 14 recommendations, 
including those that related most directly to funding projects in areas that were close to major 
metropolitan areas, and funding projects in areas with preexisting service. From 2005 to 2009, 
RUS continued providing questionable loans to providers near very large cities or in areas wdth 
preexisting service: 

• RUS made loans to broadband providers serving 148 communities within 30 miles of 
cities with 200,000 or more inhabitants, including Chicago and Las Vegas. 

• RUS approved 34 of 37 applications for providers in areas where one or more private 
broadband operators already offered service. 

• RUS approved only three applications to areas that were completely without preexisting 
broadband service. 

RUS officials explained that they delayed responding to our recommendations because they 

believed the 2008 Farm Bill might address some of OlG’s issues. The 2008 Farm Bill did 

provide RUS with a more precise definition of a “rural area,”® as well as guidance on funding 

grants and loans in areas with preexisting service.^ As of January 2011, the Office of the Chief 

Financial Officer (OCFO) has not accepted RUS’ actions as adequate to close 10 of the 

^ “Rural Utilities Service Broadband Grant and Loan Programs,” 0960 1-8-TE, dated March 3 1 , 2009. 

® Public Law 1 10-234, section 6110, dated May 22, 2008, defined a “rural area” as a city, town, or incorporated area 
with fewer than 20,000 inhabitants, that is not in an urbanized area contiguous and adjacent to a city or town with 
more than 50,000 inhabitants. In addition, the Secretary may identify areas as not being rural if they are a collection 
of census blocks that are contiguous to each other. 

’ Public Law 1 10-234, section 61 10, dated May 22, 2008, stated that RUS should provide loans to projects in 
communities where three or more providers are not already providing service. 
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14 original recommendations from our 2005 report (including those pertaining to its definition of 
rural and how it makes loans to areas that already have service). OCFO has also not accepted 
RUS’ action as adequate to close the additional recommendation from our 2009 report (which 
pertained to defining a loan in default). 

Investigations of USDA’s Broadband Grant and Loan Programs 

OIG investigations have revealed that broadband providers receiving RUS grants and loans have 
not always dealt fairly with the Government, and have sometimes committed crimes. For 
example, an investigation conducted jointly with the Federal Bureau of Investigation found that a 
company in Austin, Texas, submitted fraudulent claims for equipment purchases and services on 
its rural broadband Internet project. In December 2007, a Federal court in Lubbock, Texas, 
sentenced two company officers to 60 months of probation and ordered restitution of $429,159 
for theft of public money. The agency also debarred the company and its owner from 
participation in Federal Government programs for 5 years. 

Similarly, we found that a company in West Virginia schemed to defraud RUS of funds intended 
to construct a wireless broadband system in Ohio and West Virginia. The company fraudulently 
disbursed RUS loan funds based on phony invoices submitted for payment, and also illegally 
paid funds to an Ohio company where former officials of the West Virginia company later 
became employed. Corporate officials, a board member, and the Ohio company were charged 
with a variety of crimes including mail fraud, theft, bribery, money laundering, aiding and 
abetting, perjury, and obstruction of justice. They eventually pled guilty to money laundering 
conspiracy for their involvement in misappropriating more than $2.4 million. 
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Conclusion 

These audits and investigations illustrate the ongoing challenges RUS faces in effectively 
implementing the broadband program. USDA-OIG is committed to providing appropriate 
oversight for this important program and to working with RUS as it brings broadband to rural 
markets that would otherwise not have access to this important technology. 

This concludes my written statement. I want to again thank the Chair and the Subcommittee for 
the opportunity to testify today. We welcome any questions you may have. 
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Mr. Walden. Ms. Fong, thank you for your participation in our 
hearing and for the work that you do. I would now like to recognize 
the Honorable Todd J. Zinser, Inspector General U.S. Department 
of Commerce. Mr. Zinser, we appreciate your work and that of the 
folks who work with you on these efforts, and we look forward to 
your testimony. Sir, please go ahead. 

STATEMENT OF TODD J. ZINSER 

Mr. Zinser. Mr. Chairman, Ranking Member Ms. Eshoo, and 
members of the subcommittee, thank you for inviting me to testify 
today about our oversight of the Recovery Act Broadband spending 
at the Department of Commerce. My testimony this morning can 
be summarized in three points. 

First, the Broadband Technologies Opportunities Program was a 
high-risk program from the outset. And now that the grants have 
been awarded and federal funds obligated, the risk is elevated be- 
cause the grantees are now beginning to spend the money that 
they have received through their grants. Only about five percent of 
the broadband funds have been spent so far. The Recovery Act es- 
tablished $4.7 billion Broadband Technology Opportunities Pro- 
gram or BTOP 2 years ago. The National Telecommunications and 
Information Administration was given responsibility for the pro- 
gram. The agency in its very dedicated work force have made a 
herculean effort in implementing the program so far. Nonetheless, 
it remains a high-risk program. The agency successfully awarded 
and obligated $3.9 billion to 232 grantees % last year’s deadline. 
Approximately $3.4 billion is funding 123 infrastructure projects 
including seven public safety broadband networks. $200 million is 
funding 65 public computer centers, and $251 million is funding 44 
projects for what is called sustainable broadband adoption. 

In addition to these broadband grants NTIA has also awarded 
nearly $300 million to 56 States, territories, and the District of Co- 
lumbia to develop digital maps of broadband coverage for their ju- 
risdictions. The large dollar amounts involved, the number of 
grants, the mix of grant recipients which include government, not 
for profit, for-profit entities, higher education, and Native American 
tribes, all with different levels of experience with federal grants, 
the technical nature of many of the grants, and the relative inexpe- 
rience of the agency and its staff in administering such a large 
grant program all contribute to making this the most complex 
grant program NTIA has ever administered and the highest risk 
Recovery Act program for the Department of Commerce. 

Second, the NTIA staff must now shift its attention and efforts 
from awarding the grants to managing the grants and conducting 
oversight making sure the recipients are properly spending the 
money and delivering on their broadband projects. For example, 
the program requires the grantees — the program requires and the 
grantees have agreed to match the federal funds with funds of 
their own. In addition to the $3.9 billion in federal funds, the 
grantees themselves have agreed to apply another $1.4 billion to 
these projects. NTIA has to make sure that the matching funds 
committed by the grantees are real funds and not funds that exist 
only on paper or as a result of creative accounting treatments we 
have seen sometimes in our audits of other grant programs at the 
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department. I am concerned that without real matching funds, 
these projects could wind up underfunded and result in incomplete 
projects or lower quality projects. There are many other aspects of 
oversight that NTIA must carry out. They have a sound approach 
and oversight but the agency must embrace their oversight role 
and must have the resource to do so. 

Finally it is important that we all remain vigilant in preventing 
and detecting fraud. Transparency and accountability was made a 
key element of the Recovery Act. The reporting requirements and 
visibility of the spending for these projects is unprecedented. It is 
ultimately intended to keep the recipients of Recovery Act funds 
honest so that the taxpayers get what they paid for. Over the past 
two years members of OIG staff have delivered fraud awareness 
and grant compliance briefings to almost 3400 NTIA and Com- 
merce employees and BTOP applicants and recipients. These brief- 
ings not only provided technical assistance on grant compliance 
issues, but were also intended to let employees and grantees know 
how to recognize and report suspected fraud. Our focus will con- 
tinue to be on compliance and fraud prevention and detection as 
the projects are carried out over the next few years. We especially 
appreciate the subcommittee’s oversight and the invitation to tes- 
tify this morning and look forward to working with the sub- 
committee on this important program. Thank you, sir. 

[The prepared statement of Mr. Zinser follows:] 
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Summary of the Testimony of the Honorable Todd J. Zinser 
(Inspector General, U.S. Department of Commerce) on ARRA Broadband Spending 

The Broadband Technology Opportunities Program (BTOP), with the objective of promoting 
broadband adoption and use across the country, was established as a result of the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (Recovery Act). Between the date of the legislation and 
September 30, 2010, the National Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA) 
staffed a program office, engaged other federal agencies to assist in the program administration, 
undertook two rounds of applications, and made 232 awards. NTIA awarded 123 grants totaling 
about $3.4 billion to deploy broadband infrastructure, 65grants totaling about $200 million to 
create and expand public computer centers, and 44 grants totaling about $25 1 million to promote 
the sustainable adoption of broadband service. Also, NTIA awarded slightly less than $300 million 
to develop a searchable nationwide inventory map of existing broadband coverage. 

The Office of Inspector General (OIG) has worked with NTIA to conduct pre-award workshops 
describing the importance of compliance requirements and Recovery Act accountability and 
transparency goals, post-award workshops on potential audit issues and fraud prevention, and 
training sessions to BTOP staff and recipients on key issues such as fraud indicators and 
subrecipient reporting. Thirty-five separate training events were held for almost 3,400 NTIA 
employees, other Departmental staff, and BTOP applicants and recipients. 

NTIA plans to take a comprehensive oversight approach for program monitoring of its 232 
awards. Its monitoring plan involves such activities as desk reviews, site visits, program report 
reviews, and drawdown reviews. For each recipient, NTIA will assess risks and establish 
monitoring approaches accordingly. NTIA has developed tools to guide performance improvement 
of its recipients. 

The OIG initiated proactive oversight of NTIA’s efforts to administer the program immediately 
after passage of the law. We issued reports on both NTIA’s pre-award and post-award processes 
that resulted in recommendations for NTIA to strengthen the internal controls in place to 
administer the program. NTIA was responsive to our recommendations and has taken prompt 
corrective action. We have also issued reports to the Department of Commerce on cross-cutting 
issues, such as recipient reporting and workforce staffing, that have touched on BTOP. As of 
December 31, 2010, only 4 percent of obligated funds for BTOP had been disbursed. As spending 
increases substantially over the next five years, the risk for waste, fraud, and abuse will increase. 
We plan a strategic audit approach to include programmatic reviews, including topic specific 
issues, and audits of specific awards. 

OIG has identified three risk categories for potential BTOP fraud: false claims, where unrelated or 
nonexistent expenses may be charged to grant funds; product substitution schemes, similar to 
those commonly found in other major construction projects; and subcontracting, as subcontractors 
with little prior performance history are expected to have substantial participation in BTOP 
projects. 
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Testimony of 

THE HONORABLE TODD J. ZINSER 
INSPECTOR GENERAL 

U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 


before a hearing of the 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 
United States House of Representatives 

Thursday, February 10, 2011 


ARRA Broadband Spending 


Chairman Walden, Vice Chair Terry, and Members of the Subcommittee: 


We appreciate the opportunity to testify today about the current status of the Broadband 
Technology Opportunities Program (BTOP) and the Office of Inspector General’s (OIG’s) 
oversight efforts on this important program. 
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Status of the Broadband Technology Opportunities Program (BTOP) 

On February 1 7, 2009, the President signed the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 
2009 (Recovery Act) into law,^ which provided the National Telecommunications and 
Information Administration (NTIA) approximately $4.7^ billion to establish BTOP. This 
competitive grant program provided funds for deploying broadband infrastructure in unserved 
and underserved areas of the United States, enhancing broadband capacity at public computer 
centers, improving access to broadband services for public safety agencies, and promoting 
sustainable broadband adoption projects. 

Our testimony this morning, almost two years after the passage of the Recovery Act, will focus 
on the progress and status of the program, particularly NTlA’s efforts to advise and monitor its 
grants recipients — which necessitate that NTIA take a lead role in monitoring recipients’ 
program compliance and timeliness, as well as detect suspected fraudulent activity — and OIG’s 
role in overseeing NTIA’s program administration. This morning’s testimony is based on our 
ongoing BTOP oversight efforts, including compliance and fraud training that we have 
provided — all of which we detail in the Appendixes. 

With this newly established program, NTIA confronted numerous challenges to implementing 
BTOP. These included: 

• Staffing a new program office from scratch, conducting program outreach on the 
program’s objectives, and developing grant rules and processes. 


" Pub. L No. 111-5, § 6001, 123 Stat. IIS (2009}, 

^ Congress later rescinded $302 million from BTOP funding, per Pub. L. No.111-226, § 302, 124 Stat. 2404 (2010}, in 
part to offset the funding of the $10 biilion Education Jobs Fund. 
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• Conducting two rounds of reviewing more than 2,800 grant applications, performing due 
diligence on submitted applications, and making awards — in making awards, NTIA 
focused on areas defined as unserved or underserved with respect to broadband 
coverage, took into consideration recommendations from states’ governor offices, and 
awarded at least one grant in each state. 

• Enlisting assistance from other agencies— which included establishing agreements with 
the National Technical Information Service to provide information technology support 
for processing applications; the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and 
National Institute of Standards and Technology to provide grants management; the 
Department of Interior to procure program support for project implementation; and the 
Federal Communications Commission to provide technical assistance to develop a 
broadband map. 

• Contracting with a vendor for program support — by entering into a $99 million contract 
with Booz Allen Hamilton to provide program administration, application review, 
communications and outreach, grants administration, post-award technical assistance, 
and management support; about $21 million remains on the contract to help monitor 
awards and provide IT support. 

• Awarding $4.2 billion in grants — all beginning in February 2009 and culminating in the 
last grant award in September 2010. NTIA awarded 232 BTOP grants worth 
approximately $3.9 billion; as required by BTOP, recipients agreed to match federal 
funds with $1.4 billion, resulting in a total broadband investment of $5.3 billion; also. 
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NTIA awarded 56 state mapping awards^ worth approximately $300 million, with 
recipients providing $76 million in matching funds. 

The BTOP awards were made in three major areas; program infrastructure, which included some 
awards targeting public safety; public computer centers; and sustainable broadband adoption. 

• Program infrastructure awards represent broadband projects that will provide new or 
improved broadband services (e.g., laying new fiber optic cables or upgrading wireless 
towers), utilizing the latest broadband access technology, to consumers in underserved or 
unserved areas in the country. This infrastructure will connect anchor institutions (e.g., 
schools, libraries, and medical facilities) with internet connectivity. Among these 
projects, NTIA awarded 7 grants totaling approximately $382 million for projects to 
deploy interoperable public safety networks. 

• Public computer center awards will establish new public computer facilities or upgrade 
existing ones to provide broadband access to the general public or specific populations, 
such as low-income individuals, the unemployed, seniors, children, minorities, and 
people with disabilities. 

• Sustainable broadband adoption awards fund projects focused on increasing broadband 
Internet usage and adoption, including among specific populations where broadband 
technology traditionally has been underutilized. Many projects include digital literacy 
training and outreach campaigns. 


^ Since the program's inception, NTIA has awarded a total of $293 million to 56 grantees, one each from the 50 
states, 5 territories, and the District of Columbia, or their designees. Grantees will use this funding to support the 
efficient and creative use of broadband technology to better compete in the digital economy (Broadband LI5A, 
"State Broadband Data & Development Program," NTIA website; see http://www2.ntia.doc.gov/SBDDl. 
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STOP represents the largest and most complex grant program NTIA has ever overseen. The 
grant awards went to a diverse group of recipients, and conditions surrounding the awards 
themselves vary widely. Recipients included public entities, nonprofit organizations, tribal 
entities, and for-profit companies. STOP represents the first grant program where NTIA has 
awarded funds to for-profit companies, which represent approximately 20 percent of BTOP 
awards. The experience levels of the award recipients vary' widely: some have extensive federal 
grant experience while others are first-time federal award recipients. (Table 1 provides an 
overview of the BTOP awards.) 


Tablel. BTOP Grant Award Composition 


AWARD TYPE 




RECIPIENT 



» 


$ 




Infrastructure 

116 


$3.1 bil 

Government 


89 

Public Safety 700 Mhz Infrastructure 

7 


$382 mil 

Nonprofit 


58 

Public Computer Center 

65 


$200 mil 

For Profit 


55 

Sustainable Broadband Adoption 

44 



Higher Education 


25 


232 


$3.9 bil 

Tribe 


5 




232 

DOLLAR AMOUNT 




OTHER INFO 


»$100 Million 


5 


Largest Award^ 

$ 154,640,000 

$25 Miliion-$100 Million 


46 


Smallest Award^ 

$ 

176,400 

$10 Million-S25 Million 


42 





<$10 Million 


139 






232 






^ The largest BTOP grant is a $154,640,000 award to Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System Authority 
{LA-RICS} to deploy a 700 MHz public safety mobile broadband network across all of Los Angeles County. 


^ The smallest BTOP grant is a $176,400 award to the Santa Fe (New Mexico) Civic Housing Authority offering broadband 
access and computer training to iow-income families, minorities, and disadvantaged youth as well as disabled and elderly 
Santa Fe residents. 

Source: 0!G, derived from operating unit data 
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Asa result of the unique and diversified nature of this grants program, NTIA staff will need to 

• track the recipients’ compliance with grant terms and conditions; 

• review quarterly reports on program expenses (financial reports), quarterly Recovery Act 
reports (including identification of subrecipients and contracts and the number and types 
of jobs created), and project performance information (such as number of new network 
miles deployed and number of new public computer centers, found in BTOP program 
performance reports); 

• evaluate how well recipients monitor any award subrecipients; and, most importantly, 

• ensure that recipients remain on track to deliver the broadband capabilities to which they 
have committed. 

NTIA also must closely observe how its awardees manage the often complex process of drawing 
down federal funds. As of December 31, 2010, $3.9 billion had been awarded in BTOP grants 
between December 2009 and September 30, 2010 (the required end date of awarding BTOP 
funds). However, only 4 percent of obligated funds had been disbursed. (Figure 1 contrasts spent 
funds and obligated funds.) 
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Figure I. Spent Funds vs Obligated Funds 



Source: 016, derived from operating unit data 

The potential for fraud, waste, and abuse will increase substantially over the next 5 years as 
spending by BTOP grant recipients rises. The uncertainty regarding NTIA oversight funding for 
FY 201 1 and beyond raises significant concerns for the Department about the adequacy of future 
BTOP oversight. 

OIG Oversight to Date 

Of the Recovery Act programs managed by the Department’s operating units, NTlA’s BTOP 
presents the largest risk. As such, the OIG initiated proactive oversight of BTOP immediately 
after the passage of the law, including: 

• providing guidance to NTIA on the importance of establishing appropriate internal 
controls; 
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• participating in pre-award workshops briefing potential applicants about compliance 
requirements and the Recovery Act’s accountability and transparency goals; 

• leading post-award workshops briefing recipients on the need for compliance with terms 
of the award and on fraud prevention; and 

• training sessions to BTOP staff and recipients on specific topics such as concerns 
associated with first-time recipients and subrecipient repotting. 

(See Appendix A for a chart enumerating OIG’s outreach efforts, for both NTIA-specific training 
and programs Recovery Act-wide.) 

One important way agencies monitor grant recipients is ensuring the recipients comply with the 
Single Audit Act,'* which requires certified public accountants to complete an independent audit 
of recipients’ financial statements and review internal controls and compliance with federal 
award requirements. To improve on this existing process, OIG has helped NTIA develop a 
compliance supplement and a for-profit audit guide (as for-profit recipient awards are not 
covered by the Single Audit Act). 

We have supplemented our training and outreach with programmatic reviews of BTOP 
operations. In FYs 2009 and 2010, our work focused on pre- and post-award processes for 
BTOP. We audited NTIA’s implementation of the pre-award review to ensure an effective and 
fair application and award process. We followed this with an audit of the post-awards operations 
and processes to assess whether NTIA has appropriate plans in place to monitor BTOP award 
recipients. As part of our comprehensive Recovery Act oversight efforts we reviewed cross- 

' The Single Audit Act Amendments of 1996 established uniform audit requirements for state, local, and tribal 
governments and nonprofit organizations receiving federal financial assistance. 
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cutting issues that affect aii Department operating units receiving Recovery Act funds. (See 
Appendix B for a detailed overview of our FY 2009—2010 BTOP oversight). 


NTIA Monitoring of BTOP Awards 


According to NTIA, it plans to take a comprehensive award oversight approach for program 
monitoring and assessment of its operations. Its monitoring plan involves activities such as desk 
reviews, site visits, program report reviews, and drawdown reviews. (See Table 3 for more 
detailed BTOP monitoring plans.) 


Table 5. NTIA Plans for Monitoring BTOP 


1 NTIA Monitoring Function 

Primary Activities 

Progrom Support 

Provided by the NTIA program office 
and BTOP senior leadership to assist 
both the program and recipients 
address policy, legal, organizational, 
financial, and technical hurdles that 
arise during the program 

• Technical assistance— to respond to project-specific questions and 
develop fact sheets and other guidance for posting on NTIA's website 

• Investigation— of program issues 

• Policy and guidance— for best practices {e.g., recipients' manual) 

• Inquiry management— to address questions from nonrecipients 

• Other— to encourage interagency support and communications 

Individual Grant Monitoring 

Provided by NTIA program office, 
their support staff, and the grants 
office to provide regular oversight 
of the project and grant recipient 

• Desk reviews— to monitor activities and reports, as well as 
recipient progress, compliance with federal requirements, 
and recipient-reported outcomes 

• Site visits— by program and grants office staff, to evaluate the 
current project status and recipient ability to meet goals 

« Drawdown of funds— to ensure recipients are drawing down funds 
consistent with progress 

• Program report reviews— a shared responsibility of the program office 
and grants office, to review recipient reports (including Recovery Act 
reports, financial reports, and performance progress reports) 

Portfolio Monogement 

Provided by NTIA program office 
and BTOP senior leadership to 
provide high-level evaluation of 
performance metrics, evaluate 
variances between project 
performance and baseline plan, 
and resolve issues affecting 
multiple projects 

• Risk assessment— to review potential recipient risks of not achieving 
intended project objectives 

• Waste , fraud, and abuse prevention— effective internal controls 
to ensure funds are used for authorized purposes only 

• Issue escalation and resolution— to provide additional information (e.g., 
audit reports) for monitoring as well as any investigative actions 

• Analyze performance versus plan— to identify corrective actions 


Source: OIG, derived from NTIA data 


9 





94 


NTIA has completed initial desk reviews and assignment of risk levels for all STOP awards; site 
visits will commence in March 201 1 . To establish monitoring levels for the recipients, NTIA 
looks at award drawdown amounts, whether the recipient has been placed on a reimbursement- 
only basis, and desk review findings/unresolved issues. Accordingly, recipients will receive 
monitoring levels of standard, intermediate, or advanced that establish the oversight level they 
are to receive. This risk-based approach is reasonable but NTIA, as it carries out oversight, must 
continually reassess the risks associated with each grantee. NTIA has identified tools to guide 
performance improvement, should performance issues arise. NTIA’s monitoring plans are based 
on a projected funding level of approximately $20 million for FY 2011.^ 

Current and Future OIG Oversight 

Our oversight will continue to monitor BTOP program goal achievement and promote 
compliance with statutory and programmatic requirements. However, what has been primarily a 
proactive approach — based on outreach and program-wide issues — will transition to a more 
strategic approach, including reviews of program-specific issues and reviews stemming from 
complaints and identified risks. 

Using an inherent risk assessment approach, we created a work plan to ensure the overall goals 
of the Recovery Act are met. We will adapt our plan to circumstances as they arise. Our ongoing 
and most recent oversight activities reflect this approach: we are currently performing an audit of 
NTIA’s effectiveness in monitoring BTOP awards. This review will include an evaluation of 
NTIA monitoring efforts of the 232 BTOP awards worth $3.9 billion, including the effectiveness 

® The Fourth Continuing Appropriation Act of 2011 (Public Law 111-322) signed by the President on December 22, 
2010, provided funding to oversee the projects through March 4, 2011. Oversight was funded at $19-9 million for 
FY2011. 
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of desk reviews and adequacy of site visits. In response to a complaint and request for 
investigation, we are performing a review of an infrastructure grant award to a San Francisco 
Bay area recipient. 

Future OIG oversight activities will include the following: 

• Assess NTIA’s oversight of the Booz Allen Hamilton contract that supports BTOP 
implementation (and audit claims made under the contract); 

• Identify high-risk projects to determine whether they are on schedule, stay within costs, 
and provide appropriate technologies to meet program objectives; 

• Submit recipient information to the Recovery Operation Center^ to screen recipients 
using risk models to determine where to focus our audit efforts; 

• Perform award-specific reviews in response to credible complaints regarding significant 
issues; 

• Review audit reports prepared by independent accountants to determine whether audit 
findings result in disallowed costs that should prompt return to the Department of 
Treasury; 

• Conduct site visits to observe the performance of BTOP projects (and assess whether the 
technology implemented is fully operational and meets grant terms); and 

• Review programmatic issues, such as recipient match, that will likely impact multiple 
awards. 

Based on our experience with other Department grant programs, our primary concerns include 
recipient matching funds, especially the existence and availability of the match. BTOP recipients 

‘The Recovery Operations Center was developed by the Recovery Accountability and Transparency Board to assist 
in the oversight efforts of Recovery Act funds. The center uses open source records such as GSA's Excluded Parties 
List System to identify risk factors associated with specific grants. 
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had a minimum requirement of a 20 percent match to the $3.9 billion awarded — and actually 
committed over $1.4 billion, or 26 percent, to the total project cost of $5.3 billion. 

We are also concerned about the valuation of the matching funds. When the matching share takes 
the form of equipment (or services other than cash), it is important that the matching share 
contribution has been valued correctly. For example, equipment should be contributed to a 
federal award at the lower amount between cost and its fair market value. Equipment cannot 
include the profit margin normally associated with selling new equipment to the government. 

BTOP Grants and Potential Fraud Schemes 

OIG foresees the potential for BTOP program fraud within three identified risk categories: false 
claims, product substitution/substandard product, and subcontracting. We base these BTOP risk 
categories on our own knowledge and experience in dealing with fraud schemes involving other 
Department grant programs — in addition to discussions we initiated with the Department of 
Justice and other OIGs to share experiences and lessons learned from cases involving similar 
programs. The risk categories are: 

1 . False claims. An entity funded by a government grant often has access to a line of credit 
allowing for an advance drawdown of project funds. The entity then submits, retroactively, a 
quarterly report that provides only general information regarding the financial status of the 
grant and its accompanying line of credit, resulting in very little opportunity for the 
government to monitor specific claimed expenses. Typical grant fraud schemes involve the 
charging of expenses not related to grant activities or the charging nonexistent expenses, such 
as: 
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• labor for unrelated projects, 

• disproportionate overhead, 

• nonexistent match funds, or 

• unauthorized consulting and legal fees. 

2. Product substitution/substandard products. As STOP focuses on infrastructure build-out, 
we might encounter fraud schemes similar to those commonly found in construction projects 
such as highways and buildings. Examples of such schemes can include: 

• supplied materials or equipment not meeting the specification requirements for a project; 

• materials supplied from foreign countries where “Made in the USA” is required; 

• cost-cutting design schemes such as burying cable at four feet when the project required 
six; or 

• departure from the specified construction plan, such as laying 300 miles of cable where 
350 was proposed. 

3. Subcontracting. We anticipate that only a small percentage of subcontractors under BTOP 
projects will have significant experience in federal contracting — and that there will be little 
in terms of performance history from which the government can draw when providing 
oversight of many businesses subcontracting under BTOP grants. We believe risk exists 
within the subcontracting arena for: 
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• anticompetitive practices such as price-fixing, 

• conflicts of interest, and 

• hidden related-party transactions (such as bribes, gratuities, or kickbacks). 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, for FY 2011 and beyond, STOP presents challenges to both NTIA 
and OIG. BTOP’s mission is as ambitious as its implementation has proven complex. For the 
Department to continue effective oversight, OIG and NTIA will require Congress as a steadfast, 
supporting partner. This concludes my prepared statement, and 1 will be pleased to respond to 
any questions you or other Subcommittee members may have. 
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Appendix A: 

OIG Compliance and Fraud Awareness Training Sessions for BTOP 


Training . . - 

Description 

dumber 

of Events 

Attendees 

Trained 

r: ■ " 

‘T 7““. 

Provided to NOAA and NIST grants management 
offices, this training outlined the major responsibilities 
for overseeing grants, provided indicators for high-risk 
recipients and considerations for monitoring them, 
performance measurement requirements, and single 
audit requirements. 

3 

91 

:KdAg»IZiiIi33oii^/P^^^^ 

Presented with NTIA program management as part of 
a workshop roll-out effort to potential applicants and 
grant recipients, this training provided an overview of 
the federal government audit requirements. 

21 

2,383 


At the request of NTIA, OIG-provided workshops 
attended by both program staff and recipients covered 
specific subjects including first-time recipient issues 
and subrecipient monitoring. 

3 

214 


Presented with the Department of Justice, the training 
for NOAA and NIST grants management focused on 
identifying and avoiding procurement and grant fraud 
using scenarios or other activity indicators, criminal 
and civil fraud statutes, and Recovery Act hotline 
information and whistleblower requirements. 

6 

144 


Provided to BTOP grant recipients, this training 
offered an overview of fraud prevention techniques, 
examples of fraud scenarios, how to report suspected 
fraud, detailed guidance on appropriate grant 
activities, information on how to have open 
communications with agency representatives, and 
whistleblower requirements and how to communicate 
with the OIG. 

2 

549 


Source: OIG 
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Appendix B: 

Reports Issued by OIG in FY 2009-2010 Concerning BTOP 

In NTIA Must Continue to Improve Its Program Management and Pre-Award Process for its 
Broadband Grants Program (ARR-19842-1, April 8, 2010), we aimed to (1) assess how 
effectively NTIA was implementing BTOP, (2) evaluate the proposal pre-award review 
measures that NTIA took to ensure an effective and fair application and award process, and 
(3) evaluate the integrity and reliability of the online application system. We identified 
concerns with staffing levels to adequately handle applications and the post-award process; 
the inadequacy of documented procedures and key management decisions; problems 
encountered with the application intake system; and difficulties encountered with the first- 
round application process. We communicated our interim process for this review in a January 
2010 letter outlining these concerns to the chairwoman and ranking member of the 
subcommittee on Commerce, Justice, Science, and Related Agencies, Committee on 
Appropriations, U.S, Senate. 

For Broadband Program Faces Uncertain Funding, and NTIA Needs to Strengthen Its Post- 
Award Operations (OIG-1 1-015-A, November 4, 201 0), our objectives were to (1) assess 
NTIA’s system capabilities for monitoring BTOP award recipients; (2) determine whether 
NTIA established post-award operations and processes for an effective execution of BTOP; 
and (3) evaluate whether NTIA is taking appropriate steps to implement a program office to 
perform the essential post-award oversight and monitoring of BTOP recipients, including 
post-September 30, 2010. We found uncertainty about future funding for monitoring of 
BTOP awards, which would hinder NTIA’s long-term oversight of grants. The report also 
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identified program areas for strengthening internal controls, IT program expertise within 
BTOP program offices, training, and monitoring of awards and agreements. 

• In addition, OIG’s comprehensive Recoveiy Act oversight produced several other reports 
touching on BTOP: 

o Our NTIA Should Apply Lessons Learned from Public Safety Interoperable 

Communications Program to Ensure Sound Management and Timely Execution of 
$4 . 7 Billion Broadband Technology Opportunities Program (ARR- 19583, April 
2009) translated our Public Safety Interoperable Communications (PSIC) program 
audit work into valuable lessons learned as BTOP emerged. 

o In Commerce Has Implemented Operations to Promote Accurate Recipient 
Reporting, but Improvements Are Needed (ARR-1 9847, November 2009), we 
examined whether bureau processes would adequately identify and remediate 
material omissions and significant data errors — and identified improvements the 
Department and its operating units should make to data quality policies and 
procedures. 

o More Automated Processing by Commerce Bureaus Would Improve Recovery Act 
Reporting (ARR-1 9779, December 2009) looked at the adequacy of key IT and 
operational controls to determine whether those controls ensure that the Commerce 
reports posted on Recovery.gov are complete, accurate, and reliable. Generally, the 
1 1 Commerce systems we reviewed had adequate data input/edit controls, but we 
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found a lack of automation from the three bureau grant systems to CBS that could 
have potentially led to errors. 

o Finally, at the request of the Recovery Accountability and Transparency Board, we 
conducted a government-wide survey to determine whether offices awarding and 
administering Recovery Act-funded contracts and grants had the proper staffing, 
qualifications, and training {Review of Contracts and Grants Worlforce Staffing and 
Qualifications in Agencies Overseeing Recovery Act Funds, March 2010) — and 
reported on the recommendations applicable to the Department of Commerce {Review 
of Recovery Act Contracts and Grants Wortforce Staffing and Qualifications at the 
Department of Commerce; ARR- 19900, September 2010). 
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Mr. Walden. Mr. Zinser, thank you, and I want to thank all of 
your witnesses for your terrific testimony today. It is most helpful 
in the work in we are doing here. I will start with questions. Ms. 
Fong, and Mr. Zinser, while I recognize the staff discussion draft 
of our legislation may not have all the right language yet, do you 
think it would he helpful if the standards and processes for de-obli- 
gating funds were less ambiguous? I will start with that. In the 
kind of work that you do and what we are trying to do I guess the 
question is, is do you think it would be helpful to have a clearer 
standard? 

Ms. Fong. I will just take a crack at that. I don’t believe in any 
of our audit work that we have identified difficulties in the past. 
We did make a number of recommendations in one of our audit re- 
ports that RUS go back and get money back from grants that had 
not been well performed. And we understand that RUS is still 
working through that process. Now, it has taken some time to do 
that so perhaps a recognition of the time involved would be helpful. 

One of the things that we did notice in terms of the draft legisla- 
tion is that it talks in terms of awards, grants and awards. And 
given the nature of the broadband program at USDA, which is usu- 
ally a funding package of 75 percent grant/25 percent loan, which 
can vary of course, we weren’t sure whether the legislation ad- 
dresses the issue of what happens to the loan piece of the package. 
The legislation seems to be clear about what happens with respect 
to the grant side. But then the accompanying loan that a recipient 
may have: is that considered part of an award or do we need to be 
more clear about that? So that as recipients go through the process 
they understand exactly what is on the table. So we would suggest 
a look at that language. 

Mr. Walden. Excellent. Thank you. That is most helpful. Mr. 
Zinser? 

Mr. Zinser. I do think it would be helpful to eliminate any ambi- 
guity. I know for example there is provisions in the Dodd-Frank 
Wall Street Reform Bill that talks about unobligated money and 
the Recovery Act going back to the Treasury. And so — and we are 
also aware of various amendments to piece of legislation about re- 
scinding or taking back Recovery Act money, so I think it would 
be a good idea for the subcommittee to kind of make its mark on 
what they want to happen with Recovery Act money. 

That being said, our experience with grant — with the grant pro- 
grams in the department is that it is a long drawn out process. 
Once the IG’s office identifies a cost on a grant project that we 
don’t think should be paid out or unallowable, it is a long process, 
a long due process in getting the agencies to actually make a deci- 
sion, give the grantee an opportunity to make its case, and actually 
decide that certain costs are unallowable. I think that whatever 
legislation comes about needs to make sure that that due process 
isn’t — that that due process stays in place. 

Mr. Walden. So let me ask you a couple other questions then. 
Under current laws, the decision to de-obligate funds by the RUS 
and NTIA Administrator is discretionary. Is there a clear standard 
and could a reward recipient continue to spend money even if you 
found waste, fraud, and abuse, and even if you recommended reme- 
dial action? So the first part of that, is there a clear standard — 
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well, actually is the decision to de-obligate discretionary? We be- 
lieve it is. 

Ms. Fong. That is my understanding as well. 

Mr. ZiNSER. Yes, I believe it is discretionary, sir. 

Mr. Walden. That is one of the issues that we have with this 
legislation then. Is there a clear standard to de-obligate? 

Mr. ZiNSER. I know that in the case where we will conduct an 
audit and recommend that certain costs be unallowed that ulti- 
mately the decision is left up to the agency and it is an interpreta- 
tion of accounting rules in a lot of cases, sir. 

Ms. Fong. Exactly. 

Mr. Walden. Is that the same, Ms. Fong? 

Ms. Fong. Exactly. 

Mr. Walden. And could award — could an award recipient con- 
tinue to spend money even if you found waste, fraud, and abuse 
and even if you have recommended remedial action? 

Mr. ZiNSER. If the agency does not take proper action, I would 
say yes, the grantee could continue to spend money. We find, for 
example, that even agencies that have been convicted of fraud if 
the agency doesn’t check the excluded list before they made the 
grant award, that entity can get that grant and spend that money. 

Mr. Walden. Ms. Eong. 

Ms. Eong. Given the nature of the process, the process is that 
we as IG’s will go in and do an audit and we will make a rec- 
ommendation to the administrator, say. The administrator then 
has certain due process procedures that they follow with respect to 
the recipient. And as Mr. Zinser alluded to, that process can take 
some time. So while that process is ongoing the recipient still has 
the responsibility to perform on the grant or loan. And so one 
would expect that that performance would continue. And so de- 
pending on the length of time that the due process takes, you 
know, things could be unresolved for awhile. 

Mr. Walden. My time has run out. I appreciate your comments. 
I would recognize now the Ranking Member, Ms. Eshoo. 

Ms. Eshoo. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you to all of 
the witnesses. Ms. Eong, when you spoke in your testimony, I think 
it is important to state for the record where there was a clear mis- 
use or fraud — I don’t remember exactly which word you used. 

Ms. Eong. Eraud. 

Mr. Eshoo. Those were not Recovery Act funds. Correct? 

Ms. Eong. Correct. We do not have any investigations of Recov- 
ery Act cases. 

Ms. Eshoo. I just wanted to make sure that that is clear for the 
record, because 

Ms. Eong. That is right. 

Ms. Eshoo. The hearing is about the Recovery Act, what it es- 
tablished, does it have shortcomings, if there are what are they, 
and what can we do about it. So I think that that is very impor- 
tant. Oh Mr. Shorman, you are not happy. And essentially I think 
what I heard you say your beef is that essentially the government 
is competing with you and that an award was made for an area 
that is what — heavily populated and that there is overlap. In your 
view is there anything built into this that would create competition 
in any of these areas? Or is it in your view that they only be 
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awarded and that there be a sole operator for the build out of 
broadband funds — of the build out of broadband? 

Mr. Shorman. Well, I can report from out on the frontline where 
I am. When in 

Ms. Eshoo. No, just answer my question. I don’t have a lot of 
time. 

Mr. Shorman. Well, in the process of doing this if you are look- 
ing at the legislation and asking how that would work obviously I 
think this is a good first step. But it seems to be there is a lot of 
discretion put into how these agencies actually award this and the 
ability for Ms. Fong and others to go in and say something is 
wrong. Call time out and say something is wrong with this process 
to make it work. 

Ms. Eshoo. Well, we will deal with the government agencies and 
their overview and we — we are going to have to make sure that you 
have money to do oversight and all of that. Otherwise we are all 
in trouble. But I want to get to your beef What brought you here? 
What is your problem? 

Mr. Shorman. Our community 

Ms. Eshoo. What is it that you think needs to be fixed? 

Mr. Shorman. We had an award grant to a competitor of ours 
that actually overbuilds our community. Our community is a non- 
rural community of 20,000 plus people. Their award, which I un- 
derstand over half of the money in this total award is being used 
to overbuild our community and provide a competitive service to us 
and others in our community. 

Ms. Eshoo. Now did Eagle ever apply for BIP funds? 

Mr. Shorman. Eagle did apply. 

Ms. Eshoo. Areas that were already 

Mr. Shorman. Eagle did. We were naive in that process. 

Ms. Eshoo. [continuing]. They had providers? 

Mr. Shorman. We were naive in that process. We applied for 
funds in areas we felt were unserved. We applied for that. We 
didn’t apply to overbuild other people or do that and in the process 
we were rejected. 

Ms. Eshoo. And what happened with that? 

Mr. Shorman. I think the actual quote was in one area that ac- 
tually had another loan applied we failed to demonstrate that we 
met the criteria for being unserved in that area. 

Ms. Eshoo. Was that the only reason that you withdrew 
your 

Mr. Shorman. That was the only reason that we received and 
that was one of the applications that happened to get funded in the 
same project by Rural Telephone Service. 

Ms. Eshoo. So you were rejected? 

Mr. Shorman. We were rejected. 

Ms. Eshoo. You are saying that you were rejected and someone 
else wasn’t? Is that your beef? 

Mr. Shorman. Well, it doesn’t say this in the application. It says 
that we failed to meet the criteria. 

Ms. Eshoo. I just want you to tell me what — I am trying to get 
to the heart of what brings you here today. So unhappy. 

Mr. Shorman. The heart of it is that we are wasting government 
dollars, taxpayer dollars, my dollars to provide a competitive serv- 
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ice in the markets that serve, markets that have multiple 
broadband providers. 

Ms. Eshoo. And my point is, is that in going into underserved 
areas I don’t know of an application that doesn’t have some over- 
lap. You even acknowledged that your own application had overlap. 
So are you saying that overlap in this should be totally eliminated 
or is not fair or tell me what it is? 

Mr. Shorman. Our application votes on unserved areas that did 
not have broadband providers. This application over — or nearly 
half of the application overlaps a community that has multiple 
broadband providers. 

Ms. Eshoo. Well, do you think that there is a multiplicity of 
broadband providers that that isn’t good for the consumer? 

Mr. Shorman. If it is a fair playing field where everybody — I 
have a chance to get government grants, everybody gets govern- 
ment grants — there has to be a fair playing field for being able to 
provide service. If one provider has a boatload of government tax- 
payer money it just makes it very hard for a private, small com- 
pany like ours to compete. 

Ms. Eshoo. Part of what I am struggling with is the following. 
And that is that you are saying essentially the government is too 
hard to compete with and I understand that it is much larger than 
Eagle and a lot of other companies put together, but they are — in 
going into underserved areas that there is a spillover and you are 
not acknowledging that. 

Mr. Shorman. I grew up on the farm. I understand unserved 
areas. If you are unserved that is what the program is for. It is not 
for overbuilding major non-rural communities. 

Ms. Eshoo. OK. Thank you. 

Mr. Walden. Gentlelady’s time has expired. I would now like to 
recognize the gentleman from Illinois, Mr. Shimkus. 

Mr. Shimkus. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and no one — well, a lot 
of people have a great respect for Anna Eshoo and I am one of her 
biggest fans on stuff we do on — but I want to follow up on this line 
because it really tells the same story that happened in my congres- 
sional district. Mr. Shorman, I think what helps answer this ques- 
tion is if you were to build in a community of like size, what would 
be your cost to capital? 

Mr. Shorman. One, it would be a tremendous cost because you 
have to go through and 

Mr. Shimkus. Well, what about what are you talking about? 
What would you have to borrow? 

Mr. Shorman. My guess is in our case we would do it differently. 
We are a private company. We fund things differently. We do 
things differently than what 

Mr. Shimkus. Well, what would it cost? 

Mr. Shorman. We haven’t shown in Hays, but say $30, $40 mil- 
lion for a company 

Mr. Shimkus. So when the government gives a grant to a com- 
petitor, what is your cost to capital? 

Mr. Shorman. Well, in this particular case their cost is going to 
the government. It is a whole different process in going to a private 
institution to do that. 

Mr. Shimkus. I mean, the grant is a grant. That is free money. 
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Mr. Shorman. The grant is — it is 50 million and the 

Mr. Shimkus. Free money. Our taxpayer’s money overbuilding a 
competitor who pays taxes. That is why we messed up royally when 
we did not go by the broadband map. When we don’t develop a map 
and you don’t know the direction in which you are heading then 
you subsidize competing entities. You give taxpayer money to com- 
panies to compete against people who are providing the level of 
service that we want across the country. I have what we think is 
now a recent one. Just got it today. The light area zero to 2,000. 
Darker areas — these are areas that are unserved or underserved 
and we still don’t have good maps. So we gave money to a compet- 
itor of yours, a grant. They didn’t have to borrow it. They didn’t 
have to pay interest on it and they are competing with you. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. Shorman. That is correct. 

Mr. Shimkus. Isn’t that the beef? 

Mr. Shorman. It is a beef that it makes it really tough for a pri- 
vate employee owned company to compete against the government 
with taxpayer dollars that I pay a part of Correct. 

Mr. Shimkus. And that is why when we had the mark up of the 
bill why we tried to on our side say let us have this debate of un- 
derserved and unserved. And if we are going to spend taxpayer dol- 
lars let us have taxpayers go to unserved areas. Would you have 
had a beef if this company came in and said we want a grant and 
we are going to an area that is not served? 

Mr. Shorman. I think that is the perfect part of this program to 
reach unserved Kansans, unserved Americans with the program. 

Mr. Shimkus. Would that have met the goals of the Administra- 
tion on the broadband plan? 

Mr. Shorman. From my standpoint it would have been exactly 
what they were looking for. 

Mr. Shimkus. When we give taxpayers money to overbuilding an 
area doesn’t that delay our ability to read our broadband plan for 
the country? 

Mr. Shorman. It certainly refocuses money to people who al- 
ready have multiple providers and then at the result of people on 
that map you have shown, there are those areas that don’t have 
broadband. And so those people don’t have the resources that they 
need. 

Mr. Shimkus. And there are stories like this all over the country 
and there is one in my District, too. And so I am going to turn to 
Mr. Zinser and Ms. Fong. In my District I have an incumbent pro- 
vider who currently exceeds the broadband guidelines being pub- 
lished and considered by the FCC in the development of a National 
Broadband Plan they are providing speeds of 10 megabytes down 
and one megabytes up in all communities they serve. They also 
continue to invest private capital, private capital lots of business 
capital formation to surpass the FCC broadband deployment 
speeds. You can imagine that they were shocked to hear that an- 
other provider would be moving into their service area who had 
committed to providing wireless service at 3 megabytes. Now this 
entry came how? How did this new entry come into the market? 
The Federal government — a grant overbuilding, competing services 
that meet the National Broadband Plan. This story gets worse be- 
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cause this company then immediately sells to a business. So they 
get the government money; they then sell out to a larger company. 
Was that your plan, Ms. Fong? 

Ms. Fong. Well, just to be clear 

Mr. Shimkus. I mean, is that what we wanted to do? Is that 
what we really — was that our plan? 

Ms. Fong. I don’t know. 

Mr. Shimkus. You, OK. 

Ms. Fong. I am the inspector general and not responsible for de- 
livering the program. 

Mr. Shimkus. All right, then let us go to Mr. Zinser. Is that — 
was that the plan? 

Mr. Zinser. Well, we are responsible for overseeing the program. 
We are not responsible for running the program, but I — it doesn’t 
really sound like that should be part of the plan, sir. 

Mr. Shimkus. I agree. Thank you. I yield back my time. 

Mr. Walden. Gentleman yields back his time. Now according to 
my list here we go to Mr. Barrow — has departed. And then we will 
go to Mr. Markey who is not here. So then next on the list is the 
distinguished chairman emeritus, Mr. Dingell for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Dingell. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Now, this question to 
Dr. Welch. Doctor, to what extent does Merit rely on NTIA’s staff 
with respect to technical assistance, guidance and the prevention 
of waste, fraud, and abuse? 

Mr. Welch. Sir, we rely extensively on our federal program offi- 
cer and the rest of the NTIA staff. The program that we are under 
is a complex program and our federal program officer is our single 
point of contact. He knows our program as well as people in our 
organization do. He knows us. When we come to him with a prob- 
lem he helps us solve it. He keeps us out of trouble as we try to 
understand the rules and regulations that can sometime seem con- 
flicting to make sure that we are not inadvertently breaking any 
of the rules. He serves as an advocate. He serves as an overseer. 
He serves so many roles. I do not think we could successfully com- 
plete the project if we did not have a dedicated federal program of- 
ficer. 

Mr. Dingell. Thank you. Now Doctor, as you may well be aware, 
NTIA stands to lose funding for oversight of BTOP. If NTIA no 
longer had the resources with which to provide BTOP grant recipi- 
ents, what effect would that have on Merit’s ability to implement 
its project and to comply with federal requirements pursuant to 
AREA? 

Mr. Welch. I think that would have a severe impact. 

Mr. Dingell. Which way? Good or bad? 

Mr. Welch. In that it would hurt us and our ability to comply 
with the oversight requirements. We would have to dedicate more 
staff time to talk to more — different people to try and make the de- 
cisions on our own. And some of the decisions that we would make 
would in fact be incorrect because we just don’t have the experience 
and the access that the staff of the NTIA has. 

Mr. Dingell. So you are telling us you need him. 

Mr. Welch. Yes, very much. 

Mr. Dingell. Very well. Now this question to Mr. Zinser, Ms. 
Fong, and Mr. Goldstein. Will — and this is a yes or no question. 
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Will a future lack of dedicated oversight funding for NTIA and 
RUS reduce these agencies’ ability to mitigate waste, fraud, and 
abuse in BTOP and BIP projects? Yes or no? 

Mr. Goldstein. Yes, sir it would. 

Mr. Dingell. Ms. Fong? 

Ms. Fong. Yes. 

Mr. Dingell. If you please? 

Mr. ZiNSER. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dingell. Very good. Now, again to Mr. Zinser, Ms. Fong, 
and Mr. Goldstein, again, a yes or no question. Will future lack of 
dedicated oversight funding for NTIA and RUS diminish these 
agencies’ ability to ensure BTOP and BIP projects successfully 
meet respective program objectives? Yes or no? 

Mr. Goldstein. Yes, sir, it would. 

Ms. Fong. Yes. 

Mr. Zinser. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Dingell. Now, again to Mr. Zinser, Ms. Fong, and Mr. Gold- 
stein and this is a yes or no question again. Do you believe NTIA 
and RUS require additional appropriations through 2013 dedicated 
to oversight of BTOP and BIP projects? Yes or no? 

Mr. Goldstein. I don’t know, sir. 

Mr. Dingell. Ms. Fong? 

Ms. Fong. I am not sure. I don’t know. 

Mr. Dingell. OK. Mr. Zinser. 

Mr. Zinser. I would say yes depending on the amount, sir. 

Mr. Dingell. OK. But if they don’t have the money to do this 
oversight there is great opportunity for fraud, waste, abuse, and 
also misdirection of the efforts of the grant recipients. Am I cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Goldstein. Yes, sir. 

Ms. Fong. Yes. 

Mr. Zinser. Yes. 

Mr. Dingell. I notice you are nodding yes, Mr. Shorman, too. 

Mr. Shorman. I agree. 

Mr. Dingell. Thank you, sir. Thank you. Ladies and gentlemen, 
you have answered my questions. I express to you my thanks. Mr. 
Chairman, you will note I am under time. 

Mr. Walden. We appreciate that, Mr. Chairman. We would 
now — next on our list is Ms. Bono Mack who is not here. Mr. 
Gingrey recognized for 5 minutes. 

Dr. Gingrey. Mr. Chairman, thanks and first of all thank all the 
witnesses for testifying on the four issues of oversight and recovery 
funds spent by NTIA and RUS — as we have seen with the $7 bil- 
lion dedicated in — across the country, it proves that we are good 
stewards of taxpayer dollars and that we are more on task and 
moving forward. And I certainly it sounds like from Mr. Shorman’s 
testimony as a glaring example of a mistake at a time when al- 
ready 95 percent of the country has access to broadband how do we 
ensure that the remaining 5 percent of the country has exception 
to one of the economic catalysts we have at our disposal? I am also 
glad that we are using this hearing as a way to open up a discus- 
sion on what to do with returned funds from NTIA and RUS. 

At a time when we are facing almost a $14 trillion debt, I believe 
that it is actually necessary that we return any unspent funds to 
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the Treasury. And I look forward to working with members of the 
subcommittee in a bipartisan way on the discussion draft legisla- 
tion that we have before us. To that end, there are several items 
I would like to ask of our panel. I realize my time is limited, but 
let me begin with the inspector general. Both Mr. Zinser and Ms. 
Fong, how will the release of the National Broadband Map next 
Thursday, February 17 impact your ability to determine where 
there is either waste, fraud, and abuse in BTOP and BIP or over- 
build in areas that are already connected? 

Mr. Zinser. Sir, I think that one thing that the Agency did to 
try to compensate for not having that map is they did reach out 
to the State governments when the application for broadband 
grants were received and asked the governors of each State wheth- 
er these applications were consistent with the broadband goals of 
the State. So I think one thing that you would want to look at with 
the new map is whether the governor’s offices were on target with 
respect to their vetting of those applications. 

Dr. Gingrey. Ms. Fong? 

Ms. Fong. I think the map will be very helpful to us as we do 
an assessment to see whether the awards that were made were 
made in the appropriate way, taking into account already existing 
service in areas. 

Dr. Gingrey. Yes. Well, thank both of you for that response and 
I think you gather from the testimony at least on this side of the 
aisle that we think that the map is absolutely essential and to go 
forward before having a map certainly seems to be putting the pro- 
verbial cart before the horse. Ms. Fong, in your testimony you dis- 
cussed in length the 2005 audit of RUS. And that ought to be in 
question the practice of devotion significant portions of its re- 
sources to funding competitive service in areas where pre-existing 
providers. Somewhere like Mr. Shorman was describing. You found 
that 66 percent of the products were in areas that had pre-existing 
broadband access despite the fact that the law established in the 
broadband program, made it clear that these funds were intended 
to be used first for “eligible rural communities in which broadband 
service is not available to residential customers”. Your 2009 audit 
found that 34 of the 37 applications approved were in areas with 
at least one broadband provider. Is there a culture of overbuilding? 
Do you think that anything has changed? What are you concerns 
with the Broadband — program going wrong? 

Ms. Fong. We think this is a very difficult policy issue and that 
is represented by the fact that over the last few years there have 
been several different legislative provisions that address the issue 
of underserved, unserved, and what is the appropriate level of serv- 
ice. And going forward we are committed to working with RUS to 
make sure that they abide by the terms of the law. I understand 
that the Recovery Act provisions differ from the Farm Bill provi- 
sions which differ from the provisions that existed in 2005. So it 
is a very complex area for RUS to administer, but we are focused 
on that and we think it is an issue that needs constant oversight. 

Dr. Gingrey. I don’t mean to interrupt you, but I realize it is a 
difficult but you know it is time for the Federal government to quit 
pouring taxpayer dollars down a proverbial sinkhole and that is 
what this is all about if I completely understand. I guess I am 
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about out of time, but quickly, Mr. Shorman, you testified and you 
have stated that there is already a significant market for 
broadband in Hays, Kansas yet you have raised concerns regarding 
why $101 million dollars awarded to one of your competitors. 
Would you please discuss with subcommittee what impact that will 
have on competition in that area and how do you think will nega- 
tively impact your ability to run your own business and to continue 
to employ the number of people that you employ? 

Mr. Shorman. That is a challenge when you have those kinds of 
dollars in that size of community it is a massive amount of money 
that is there. When you have 99.9 percent, as reported by the Kan- 
sas Corporation Commission, of customers in our county in the 
county seat already served by multiple broadband providers it then 
becomes a very competitive process and frankly it just makes it 
just more difficult to do business. If that company takes a chunk 
of our business those are private investment dollars in our employ- 
ees that somewhere along the line we are going to have to figure 
out how to operate our company differently to compete. There is 
going to be more dollars spent on marketing. For example, you 
drive down Main Street they talk about television as their new 
product that they are offering — not broadband. And so the whole 
process is just dollars going to compete with a private industry and 
it is our tax dollars that are going there. 

Dr. Gingrey. Thank the witness, thank the chairman for his in- 
dulgence and I will yield back. 

Mr. Walden. And I will just — for the other members, too, if you 
can kind of get your question in in time for the witness to respond 
on your time that would be a good thing. 

Mr. Terry. Well, the gentleman talks slow. He is from Georgia. 

Mr. Walden. Well, we have interpreters. 

Dr. Gingrey. I am out of breath. 

Mr. Walden. Regular order. We are going to go — I believe Mr. 
Waxman has stepped out. We go to Mr. Doyle for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Doyle. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thanks for holding 
this hearing. I think it is regrettable that we don’t have the NTIA 
and U.S. Administrators here. I know there was reasons we don’t 
but I am saying it would have really helped to give us some per- 
spective. 

Mr. Walden. And we will have another hearing where they are 
here. They are out of the country at a conference and unable to at- 
tend. So we wanted to get this panel in before. 

Mr. Doyle. Yes, I understand. It is not a criticism of you, Mr. 
Chairman, I am just saying I think we would have better perspec- 
tive to hear Ms. Fong talk about things that are pre-stimulus 
funds, pre-Farm bill and if she’s going to make allegations of this 
management of RUS it would be nice to have the administrator to 
at least respond to that. I would be interested in what he had to 
say. And Mr. Shorman, I certainly have sympathy for what you are 
saying, but it also would have been interesting to have the admin- 
istrator here to hear their side of the story. We are being told that 
during the public comment period that you made comment and 
they actually sent field staff, boots on the ground to review the cov- 
erage area and the proposed application — found it to be valid. We 
are being told that the area in dispute is 7.6 square miles of an 
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application that covers 4,600 square miles. Ninety-nine percent of 
the proposed territory is vast rural area. This received letters of 
support from Congressman Jerry Moran and Congresswoman Lynn 
Jenkins in addition to 118 other area letters of support and the es- 
timated expenditure in Hays where you are claiming to have com- 
petition we are being told by the administrator is $18 million. Not 
half, $18 million of the $101 million awarded. Now I don’t know if 
your figure is correct or their figure is correct and unfortunately we 
don’t have both of them here. I would love to have you both here 
and maybe at a future hearing we will do that. 

But since this overbuilding seems to be such an issue, Mr. Gold- 
stein, I want to get some perspective from you on this overbuilding 
issue. In your testimony, you noted the GAO reviewed 32 award re- 
cipient applications from round one of the funding process and 
found that the agencies consistently reviewed the application and 
substantiated information submitted by the applicants. As you 
know there are a number of providers that have alleged that Re- 
covery Act dollars are going into projects that compete unfairly 
with incumbent networks. So I want to ask you a couple questions 
about that. In the cases that you observed, did you find that the 
agencies engaged in overbuild analysis? Did they do analysis on 
whether there was overbuilding? 

Mr. Goldstein. Yes, sir, in all cases where that occurred they 
did do an analysis. 

Mr. Doyle. OK. And so in the cases you observed that the agen- 
cies or their contractors researched the companies’ claims of over- 
building, people who claimed there was overbuilding going on did 
they actually go out and research this? 

Mr. Goldstein. The files we looked at showed some substan- 
tiation. I don’t know if in every single case they went out. I could 
certainly get back to you on that. 

Mr. Doyle. How did they go about this research? What did NTIA 
do? What did RUS do to do this research? 

Mr. Goldstein. They reviewed materials that were submitted. 
They interviewed people. They looked at various available maps 
that were from the States. They looked at any public comments 
that had been made. As you know there was a 30 day public com- 
ment period with respect to these issues. And they did the due dili- 
gence, that the criteria that were established required them to do. 

Mr. Doyle. In the cases that you reviewed were any of the 
claims of overbuilding substantiated? 

Mr. Goldstein. In the cases we looked at there was some over- 
building. But as you know ARRA and the NOFA both allow for it 
and so they made a decision to go forward nonetheless in those 
cases. 

Mr. Doyle. And did you interview the industry regarding the 
process created by NTIA and RUS? 

Mr. Goldstein. We did do some interviews with industry and in- 
dustry associations at that time. We reviewed all the criteria that 
were in place. We felt for the most part that the criteria that had 
been developed were sufficient, but as you look back at the reports 
we did we were concerned with whether or not there would be suf- 
ficient resources to implement it. Now, you will recall from my tes- 
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timony we only reviewed the first round. We did not look at the 
second round. There wasn’t enough time. 

Mr. Doyle. Right. 

Mr. Goldstein. And so obviously during the second round there 
was more money that was spent. There were fewer criteria and it 
was at a faster pace. So you know it remains to be seen whether 
or not that same level of due diligence occurred. We don’t know the 
answer to that. 

Mr. Doyle. Did the industry representatives or trade associa- 
tions confirm that their constituents who had applied for and re- 
ceived broadband funding had undergone their due diligence re- 
views? 

Mr. Goldstein. We talked to many people and they had — they 
told us that they were being interviewed, that a lot of information 
was passing back and forth, and that the agencies were absolutely 
in contact with them as needed. 

Mr. Doyle. Did you interview any company that received fund- 
ing? 

Mr. Goldstein. That received funding? We talked to a number 
of companies regarding the process at that point in time. Funding 
had really not occurred. 

Mr. Doyle. Is it your opinion that the agency’s review processes 
were thorough and rigorous? 

Mr. Goldstein. Based on what we looked at in the first round, 
yes, sir, they were. 

Mr. Doyle. Thank you. I think that is my time. Thank you, Mr. 
Chairman. 

Mr. Walden. I thank the gentleman for his questions and the 
panel for their answers and now I go to the gentleman from Ken- 
tucky, Mr. Guthrie. 

Mr. Guthrie. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank the witnesses 
for being here today. And Mr. Shorman, is RTS — is that a private 
company? I don’t know the answer is. Is that private or is that like 
a cooperative type? 

Mr. Shorman. It is a cooperative telephone company that started 
in Lenora, Kansas, I believe. 

Mr. Guthrie. OK. And so Hays is only 7 miles and then there 
is 400 square miles are 400? Was the remainder of their territory 
underserved? 

Mr. Shorman. The way they set it out is that the Hays area is 
actually about 8 square miles. If we are service with this 
broadband plan square miles, that is one thing. But if we are serv- 
ing customers that are actually getting broadband 

Mr. Guthrie. Well, that is what I am 

Mr. Shorman. [continuing]. Nearly half of the customers 

Mr. Guthrie. Why are there more incumbents in Hays then 
there are in the rest of the district. 

Mr. Shorman. That is correct. 

Mr. Guthrie. That is where the money is. 

Mr. Shorman. However, there are incumbents in other parts of 
the area for our wireless. There are other providers in other parts 
of that area also. 

Mr. Guthrie. But outside of Hays is it an underserved — you 
would say it is an underserved area they are serving? 
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Mr. Shorman. In some areas yes, some areas no. And I am not 
arguing about the unserved areas. 

Mr. Guthrie. Right. 

Mr. Shorman. Where I am talking about is where over almost 
half of the people are in that one 8 mile area. 

Mr. Guthrie. At least you that I see would overbuild just from 
my West Point economics background is forgetting subsidized, go to 
the underserved, but you are also getting to the served. Then you 
really don’t want to go into the underserved unless you can get into 
the served because that is where you are going to make money. 
Your subsidy you are going to make money because you are getting 
subsidized to go into the underserved, but you are going to make 
your profits — the money is in Hays it appears. And that is why — 
would you want to build out in the other areas even though you 
are subsidized? And that is the question I mean you go to get into 
that so when people look at overbuilds it is really an incentive to 
get in and compete with what you are trying to do. And it puts you 
at a disadvantage. I mean, there is no other way to — I know that 
is what your beef for coming here as we talked earlier is that you 
can’t compete with that. 

Mr. Shorman. Well, if the overbuilds and take money away from 
private industry so they can 

Mr. Guthrie. Well, that is what is happening. 

Mr. Shorman. [continuing]. So they can move out there it seems 
like the wrong way to go. 

Mr. Guthrie. Yes, I thought that. 

Mr. Shorman. Use the funds to reach the unserved areas and 
reach those people that really need it, not to compete. 

Mr. Guthrie. Well, my — it is coming up with one player. 

Mr. Shorman. Yes, eventually. 

Mr. Guthrie. It is going to end up with one player in that area. 

Mr. Shorman. And that has happened in that region in some 
other areas. 

Mr. Guthrie. OK. My understanding in your testimony, I think 
your written indicated there was a map that you were — ^you looked 
at of the application for the person who has received their award 
that didn’t have Hays in the map? 

Mr. Shorman. The initial map that came out had — and I will call 
them donut holes around Hays and some of the other areas and 
when we looked at that map we really had trouble. We tried to ask 
the RUS about this and even though we had a donut hole that 
looked like Hays was not included, we contacted them, told them 
what we were doing. We also told them that there were other com- 
petitors, AT&T and RTS’s own affiliate Nex-Tech that were also 
providing services in that little area. So we tried to do that and 
frankly when the word came out we were really surprised that it 
even covered that because of that donut hole. We went back and 
after a lot of work and a lot of time, the next map that we finally 
got out of the RUS showed Hays was all included. 

Mr. Guthrie. But the map that was submitted with the applica- 
tion did not have 

Mr. Shorman. The first map that came out on the Web site 
showing where the application, where it was attended to to be had 
a donut hole 
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Mr. Guthrie. Had Hays 

Mr. Shorman. [continuing]. Over the Hays area. 

Mr. Guthrie. OK. And then Ms. Fong, you said earlier, well in 
your testimony and actually Mr. Gingrey asked the question that 
said in the 2005 audit. I know that was not Recovery Act. You had 
60 percent of the projects were in pre-existing access even though 
the law requires funds not to do that? And you said that you have 
different language between Recovery Act and the agriculture. Is 
the Recovery Act more restrictive or more or less restrictive on 
overbuild — the language in the Recovery Act? 

Ms. Fong. It is less restrictive. It allows Recovery Act projects 
to be funded where there are providers already. It just — and I 
think the way RUS has implemented this is in its application proc- 
ess to give credit for certain kinds of factors. But yes, the Recovery 
Act is a little more flexible than the law that was in effect. 

Mr. Walden. We would now go to the gentlelady from California, 
Ms. Matsui. 

Ms. Matsui. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank the witnesses 
for being here today. While no program of this magnitude can be 
perfect, the broadband recovery program, particularly the BTOP 
program will expand broadband access to more and more Ameri- 
cans. Like many of my colleagues on both sides of the aisle a few 
projects in my home District of Sacramento were awarded to im- 
prove broadband adoption capabilities. Anchor institutions like 
community colleges such as the Las Rios Community College Dis- 
trict is my district were awarded grants to provide trading and dig- 
ital literacy skills for local residents in my district. Last September, 
I, along with Ranking Member Eshoo and Congressman Markey, 
sent a letter to NTIA urging them to prioritize anchor institutions 
during the second round of funding and I applaud the administra- 
tion for doing just that. I have heard from the Sacramento Public 
Library and the number one issue they face is a lack of capacity 
in suitable bandwidth or speeds to serve their customers in this 
time of economic stress. I have a question for Dr. Welch. Will Merit 
networks be providing direct fiber connections to schools, libraries, 
health care providers, or will it be providing “middle mile” capacity 
or both? 

Mr. Welch. Yes, ma’am, both. 

Ms. Matsui. Both, OK. 

Mr. Welch. And we are also linked in with the public computing 
center award for Michigan State. We will be directly connecting 
many of those sites that were funded by the BTOP program. 

Ms. Matsui. OK. If it wasn’t for the ARRA grants would the lo- 
calities have the resources to connect anchor institutions? 

Mr. Welch. No, ma’am. Well, so definition of connecting being 
dark fiber, and no ma’am they would not. 

Ms. Matsui. OK. Mr. Zinser, do you believe that the BTOP pro- 
gram has adequately served the anchor institution community? 

Mr. Zinser. I — Congresswoman, I know that the second round 
did put emphasis on connecting to anchor institutions and I would 
agree that I think that the second round did accomplish that. 

Ms. Matsui. OK. Dr. Welch again. One of the requirements of 
the goals at BTOP was to encourage collaborative projects in a 
wide range — array of participants that might benefit from the ef- 
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fort. So cooperation with State and local officials as well as local 
institutions was highly encouraged. I know that the State of Cali- 
fornia was very active on this because we heard from them a lot 
during the grant process. What kind of collaboration did you en- 
gage in for your project? 

Mr. Welch. Ma’am, we collaborated both at the state level with 
state agencies. We collaborated with other people who were apply- 
ing so that we would interlink our projects and make sure that 
they were synergistic. We collaborated with commercial providers 
who are sub recipients and then of course we collaborated with all 
the local governments, the community anchor institutions, the 
state 911 agency to try and make sure that we could meet 
everybody’s needs. And as you know it is an optimization problem 
so you try and move a little bit here and there but get the best re- 
sult for the region. 

Ms. Matsui. Did you actually do outreach to do that? 

Mr. Welch. Yes, ma’am. 

Ms. Matsui. OK. So do you think that your project is stronger 
because of this? 

Mr. Welch. Yes, ma’am. 

Ms. Matsui. OK. And you are willing to go on record saying that 
this is something should have happened all over the country in es- 
sence in order to extend the reach particularly for anchor institu- 
tions? 

Mr. Welch. Yes, ma’am. I am extremely proud of what we are 
doing in Michigan and I think it is going to be a great thing for 
Michigan. 

Ms. Matsui. OK. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 

Mr. Walden. Thank you gentlelady and now we will go to the 
Vice Chair of the Committee, Mr. Terry. 

Mr. Terry. Who will be on time next time. I want to follow up 
a little bit on what Mr. Doyle was talking about and Mr. Shorman, 
as you may know we have worked on USF a little bit, a few draft 
bills. The last couple draft bills has focused on more of a micro look 
at rural companies and excluding from USF places like Hays that 
has competition from being able to receive USF funds. So while one 
area of government is trying to make sure that areas, those pockets 
of 20,000 and Nebraska’s in the same way, most rural will have 
pockets of 15-20,000 that are well served. What we are trying to 
find is though are those towns of 200, 300 that are not. Maybe no 
access or they called broadband 250 kilobytes and don’t have the 
infrastructure to get to 10 or even in today’s world 30 maybe, what 
is needed. So the point that I want to bring up, my kid on this is 
I understand from you opponents in this they said well you only 
have 3 percent of the project area, therefore, it is all rural. You 
would disagree I assume with that assessment that you should just 
if the project area is large enough that a town of 20,000 is only 
three percent of the geographical area we shouldn’t worry about it. 

Mr. Shorman. Well, I am only a farm boy, but it seems silly to 
me that we are not serving square miles. We are serving customers 
in these areas outside of here and to take and grow a map big 
enough — I assume at some point you get a bit enough map you 
could make LA a rural town. That doesn’t make sense. 
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Mr. Terry. So I want to go then to Mr. Goldstein, Ms. Fong, in — 
well first of all is GAO or inspector general then offer reports back 
to RUS and NTIA that says you should have a deeper level, a more 
of a granule definition of unserved where larger communities that 
have two or three providers should be excluded? Do you make those 
type of recommendations? 

Mr. Goldstein. No, sir, we don’t. We make recommendations re- 
lated specifically to audit findings based on criteria that an agency 
has established or that were in law. 

Mr. Terry. All right. Ms. Fong, how about with the inspector 
general’s report? 

Ms. Fong. We would go in and look at the language of the Recov- 
ery Act that authorizes this program and attempt to assess how 
RtJS implemented that and whether the criteria they applied made 
sense and comply with the statute. And I think what I am hearing 
today is a very interesting discussion about how you define rural 
area. Is it square feet? Is it number of users? It is a very inter- 
esting issue that I have not focused on, but I appreciate you raising 
that. 

Mr. Terry. And we are doing it in the drafting of the USF bill, 
so I know it can be done. But anyway, just — Ms. Fong and Mr. 
Goldstein on rescissions of contracts or loans, pools of money out 
there, have any been rescinded do you know of from our US under 
the Stimulus act? 

Ms. Fong. I don’t know. The awards were all made by September 
30 of 2010, so it is unlikely that anything has been rescinded. It 
is now February. But I don’t know that for sure. 

Ms. Eshoo. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Terry. Sure. 

Ms. Eshoo. I think there is one under BTOP. 

Mr. Terry. OK. 

Ms. Fong. OK. 

Mr. Terry. Would that be your understanding, too, Mr. Zinser? 

Mr. Zinser. Yes, sir, about $300 million I think was rescinded 
at one point. 

Mr. Terry. All right and I think during the first line of ques- 
tioning or opening with Mr. Walden, you meant — Ms. Fong, you 
said that when it is rescinded that 300 million goes back to the 
agency and then it is used in at their discretion. Is that a fair 
statement? 

Ms. Fong. I am going to defer to my colleague. 

Mr. Zinser. In the case of the BTOP program the Congress di- 
rected that it be used for a different program. They took it away 
from BTOP and used it for a different program. That was an act 
of Congress. 

Mr. Terry. OK. 

Mr. Zinser. I think the way the Recovery Act is set up for BTOP 
if for whatever reason grant money does get returned to the agen- 
cy, the Recovery Act I think at this point does provide the adminis- 
trator with the discretion of reissuing that money to another grant- 
ee. 

Mr. Terry. So it doesn’t go back to the Treasury. So we 

Mr. Zinser. Well, it is complicated. As I mentioned the Dodd- 
Frank legislation about de-obligated money and what happens to 
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that. And there are provisions for the administrator to actually 
transfer the grants to another grantee before they would become 
de-obligated, so you really have to drill down into those issues. 

Mr. Walden. Thank you. 

Mr. Terry. Thank you. 

Mr. Walden. Now we go to Mr. Towns of New York. 

Mr. Towns. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and of course 
Ranking Member for having this hearing and of course let me indi- 
cate to you I am happy to be back as well. Mr. Zinser, perhaps you 
can help us figure out what an appropriate level of funding might 
be for such oversight going forward. I don’t expect you to provide 
us with a dollar amount, but give us some general views and feel- 
ings in terms of what a model should be in terms of oversight. And 
I am going to ask you too, Ms. Fong. 

Mr. Zinser. Well, the budget request for NTIA for fiscal year 
2011 was about $24 million at the end. I think they had originally 
asked for more than that and eventually the request from the 
President for fiscal year 2011 was about $25 million. And that 
would have funded a number of staff at NTIA to actually be 
charged with overseeing specific grants. For our work, the Recovery 
Act appropriated about $10 million for my staff. If you look at my 
overall budget compared to the department it is a little less than 
that proportion, but my view is that I am going to deliver the best 
oversight I can with whatever resources I get. 

Mr. Towns. In other words you are sort of saying that might not 
be enough? 

Mr. Zinser. It might not be enough, sir. If we start getting a lot 
of complaints and a lot of allegations of fraud for example it could 
get very expensive to go out and actually investigate each one of 
those with 230 plus grants out there. 

Mr. Towns. Ms. Fong? 

Ms. Fong. The RUS has an oversight program in place because, 
as you may know, the broadband program has pre-existed the Re- 
covery Act for about 10 years. And we understand that they have 
a system whereby they have contracted out with an external con- 
tractor to help them for the next two years. They also have in place 
employees who are onsite across the nation to look at auditing the 
receipts that come in against the grants and also to do compliance 
reviews of recipients. It is our understanding that RUS believes 
that this framework will work well for them. I do not have a sense 
of whether they believe that they need more resources or not. Their 
request for fiscal year 2011 is about $300 million to run the whole 
program and that would include both grant and loan authority as 
well as oversight. At this point I would suggest that perhaps some- 
one ask the RUS administrator their view on that in terms of over- 
sight funding. 

Mr. Towns. My concern is that you know we talk about waste, 
fraud, and abuse, and even stupidity. You know we even add that, 
but the point is that many times though we are not prepared to 
fund you know and be able to go and to look and to see and that 
is really my concern. And that is really why I raise this question. 
Because I think that we make a mistake when we don’t have the 
resources to go out and do it because that is waste and I don’t 
think that — we cannot afford the luxury of waste in any kind of 
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way today. So on that note, Mr. Chairman, and again, I am de- 
lighted to he back and I yield back. 

Mr. Walden. We are delighted to have you back and we will 
take back the time and give it to Mr. Latta. Mr. Latta, you are rec- 
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Latta. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I want to thank all 
the folks who are here today. It has been very, very enlightening 
today on your testimony. Boy, I have a lot of questions I would like 
in such a short period of time, but if I could, Mr. Shorman, let me 
just go back to what Mr. Shimkus was saying a little bit earlier. 
I just want to make sure that we are clear for the record that your 
application was to serve those in unserved areas and that the 
award that was given was given to RTS and that was going to 
serve about — at least 50 percent of an area that has already been 
served. Is that correct? 

Mr. Shorman. That is close to correct, yes. 

Mr. Latta. OK. And something else in your testimony I thought 
that it was also interesting that — unfortunately we don’t have time 
to have you give the entire testimony but you have 277 employees? 

Mr. Shorman. Yes. 

Mr. Latta. And you have 212 which are employee owners 
through your employee stock ownership plan, but I also found it in- 
teresting in your testimony on page two. And this really goes to a 
crux of a lot of things that happen with a lot of companies in our 
areas. And what happens sometimes when government puts people 
out of business sometimes, it says here in your paragraph that 
your Eagle Cares program that you have a partnership with the 
Salvation Army that you help needy individuals with their tele- 
phone, Internet, and cable payments. You have helped deliver 
meals on wheels to retirees when there is bad weather that has 
kept their drivers off the road. You donated an emergency heart 
defibrillator units to the community schools. You raised hundreds 
of thousands of dollars for children by sponsoring an annual tele- 
thon. What happens when government puts you to a point that you 
can’t compete and what happens to your employees and what hap- 
pens to all of your community work? 

Mr. Shorman. I am so proud of our employees. We are employee 
owned. Our 277 employees of which 212 are employee owners, they 
participate in the upside and the downside of the company. When 
we have a competitive overbuild like what has happened and hap- 
pened in other communities it affects each one of their-our employ- 
ees and their ability to go out and do these types of things. And 
I am proud of what they do. 

Mr. Latta. Let me just follow up real quick on that. Do you fore- 
see that you might with the competition you know that is coming 
through this grant that you might end up having to lose employ- 
ees? 

Mr. Shorman. We have to survive as a company and when cus- 
tomers go away or are taken away by a government overbuild then 
we have to make adjustments there and that would cost us employ- 
ees and would cost our company and the shareholders which are 
once again the employee owner. 

Mr. Latta. OK. Thank you very much. If Ms. Fong, if I could ask 
you. I also found your written testimony very interesting. You re- 
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port, you say on page three of your testimony that in 2005 you 
made the report that there are 14 recommendations and in the re- 
sponse RUS did not agree with how the OIG portrayed the 
broadband grant and loan params and for the next several years 
the OIG worked with RUS to resolve those recommendations. And 
then in 2009, you revisited broadband programs and you saw that 
eight of the 14 recommendations had not been taken — had not had 
corrective adequate, or should say adequate corrective action at 
that time. You go on to state in your testimony that from ’05 
through ’09, RUS continued providing questionable loans to pro- 
viders near very large cities or in areas of pre-existing service. And 
that you go on to state that they had — RUS delayed in responding 
because of the ’08 Farm bill. But you also state that as January 
of 2011 the office of the Chief Financial Officer has not accepted 
RUS as actions as adequate to close 10 of those four recommenda- 
tions from ’05. I guess it really comes down to my question is this. 
You know when all these things are going on and all these years 
are passing what is your — what action can you be taking especially 
based on your experience of what percentage of the grants, of these 
grant awards can be expected to have problems with waste, fraud, 
and abuse and how much — how many of those might go — ^be un- 
used and be reclaimed? 

Ms. Fong. Well, that would be the focus of our planned audit 
work for later this spring. What we plan to do is to go back and 
take a look at how RUS is implementing the Recovery Act in the 
context of the recommendations that we had made in the previous 
audits. And we recognize that some of those recommendations have 
been overtaken by events, but we are also very concerned about a 
number of them that go to the management of the program. In a 
nutshell, we are concerned that it appears RUS does not yet have 
final regulations to implement its broadband program. It lacks 
written staff guidance to help the staff make decisions on how to 
award service and deal with loans and de-obligate and cancel loans. 
And so we are very interested in going in and looking at the man- 
agement controls of that program to see if that program could real- 
ly run a lot more effectively. While we do that we will be looking 
at individual grants and loans to see if there are instances where 
some of those funds could be gotten back. And we will let RUS 
know about that. 

Mr. Latta. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, I yield back. 

Mr. Walden. Thank the gentleman. We now recognize the gen- 
tleman from Massachusetts, Mr. Markey. Yes, I believe I will go to 
the gentlelady from California for a unanimous consent request. 

Ms. Matsui. Thank you. I do have a unanimous consent request, 
Mr. Chairman, to place some things in the record. There are two 
letters in support of the Rural Telephone and Nex-Techs broadband 
expansion proposals from Lynn Jenkins and from Jerry Morand, 
Congressman Morand. These were referenced earlier. And then 
these are letters of support for the RTS project from the First Na- 
tional Bank of Hays, Kansas, the Ellis County Commission of 
Hays, Kansas, the Ellis County Coalition for Economic Develop- 
ment, the Hays Medical Center, the Hays Public Library, the North 
Central Kansas Technical College of Hays, Kansas, and the Fort 
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Hays State University of Hays, Kansas. So I appreciate this and 
I would like to place these in the record. 

Mr. Walden. Without objection. 

[The information appears at the conclusion of the hearing.] 

Mr. Walden. And now I would like to recognize the gentleman 
from Massachusetts, Mr. Markey. You are the last one so it is hard 
to pass at this point. 

Mr. Markey. Thank you very much. Thank you. If there is a 
proxy for economic development in a country it is the deployment 
of broadband. And 2 days ago we celebrated the 15th anniversary 
of the signing of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. February 8, 
1996. Fifteen years ago today, not one home in America had 
broadband. Fifteen years ago today, not one home in America had 
broadband. Fifteen years later, Google, eBay, Amazon, Hulu, 
YouTube, on and on and on. Two million jobs, branded, made in 
America. We won. We are not doing that in clean energy yet. China 
is trying to do that. We don’t have a plan, but that is a great eco- 
nomic opportunity for us. That is another committee right now that 
is even not here. In the Stimulus bill I was able to add language 
which required that each of these grants got open access as a part 
of the condition. Mr. Shorman, is that important to have open ac- 
cess as a part of insuring — as a part of the deployment of 
broadband in our country? 

Mr. Shorman. If open access is available and is easily usable 
that can be important. 

Mr. Markey. So what challenges would your business face if we 
had to — if open access was a part of receiving funds into the Recov- 
ery Act? 

Mr. Shorman. You have to be able to work — have a workable 
plan with the company that you would be getting access from and 
what we have found in some other experiences is that has been dif- 
ficult to make happen. 

Mr. Markey. And why is it difficult? 

Mr. Shorman. It appears there is a boatload of rules that you 
have to go through to make things happen which is a great barrier. 

Mr. Markey. A boatload of rules that the other companies have? 

Mr. Shorman. That is correct. 

Mr. Markey. The companies, sir, a lot of companies that don’t 
really believe in open access. 

Mr. Shorman. That is exactly right. 

Mr. Markey. You create those rules as the obstacles. 

Mr. Shorman. And so in the pure sense having open access is 
very important. 

Mr. Markey. Oh, it is so 

Mr. Shorman. In reality it becomes a lot more difficult to make 
happen. 

Mr. Markey. It is so important. You know because as you know 
Verizon and AT&T turned down the contract to build the Internet 
and then they — at each juncture they have turned the opportunity 
to go into the Internet until we did the ’96 Act, you know and then 
they sued. They called it a Bill of Attainder in the Supreme Court 
and they tried to stop it, you know, after we passed the ’96 Act — 
Verizon and PacBell. So there are problems without question. 
Could you — can you provide, Mr. Goldstein, a specific example 



122 


where the Recovery Act does not provide the authority for the re- 
turn to the Treasury of unused or reclaimed broadband funding 
with this draft bill would? 

Mr. Goldstein. We haven’t looked at that specifically, sir. I will 
take a look and get back to your office. I would be happy to. 

Mr. Markey. Yes, please, thank you. And on the issue of total 
percent of Americans which now do not have broadband. I know 
that those numbers came up earlier. Could you tell me what those 
numbers are? Ms. Fong, do you know the answer to that? 

Ms. Fong. I do not know. 

Mr. Markey. Does anyone out there know the answer to that 
question? 

Mr. Goldstein. We can get back to you, sir. We will take a look. 

Mr. Markey. OK. I think that is important. We need a — this is 
all part of a plan for the future for our country so that we are cap- 
turing all of the opportunities which broadband presents for eco- 
nomic development in rural America and inner city America so that 
everyone is participating. The E rate, which I was able to include 
in the 1996 Act and it ensured that all schools, the poorest schools 
all have access to it so that the kids get the skill set. It really 
doesn’t divide along regional lines. It is for every kid in America 
so that they have it in their schools. But this broadband plan actu- 
ally helps them to get it in their homes as well and I just can’t 
think of a more important thing that we could be doing to ensure 
that our economic growth continues unabated without this kind of 
a program in place. It ensures that it is uniform and that it cap- 
tures the future. It captures what our country has to be all about 
in the 21st century. And on a bipartisan basis I think we should 
all work towards that goal of empowering every human being, chil- 
dren especially to be able to maximize their God-given abilities by 
having access to broadband. Because it is the indispensible skill set 
that will make them competitive with a portable skill set that they 
can use anywhere in our country or the world in their lives here 
in the 21st century on this planet. And that is really what that pro- 
vision was all about in the Stimulus bill and I thank you, Mr. 
Chairman, for holding this important hearing. 

Mr. Walden. Thank you, Mr. Markey. We appreciate it. We now 
go to Mr. Scalise for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Scalise. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Shorman, does your 
company use your private investment to make the investments that 
you have made to build out the network in rural communities? 

Mr. Shorman. Yes, in a sense we have a traditional banking re- 
lationship where we go and put our plan together and they in turn 
fund our projects. 

Mr. Scalise. So you are risking your private capital to go build 
up a network and then of course as you risk that it is — the busi- 
ness model is that you are investing that capital so that you can 
ultimately create this infrastructure that ultimately people would 
be able to use and then you can get that money back instead of 
having taxpayer money go to build it out. 

Mr. Shorman. It is kind of the American way to be able to take 
money, build something, build a product, sell it, and then get the 
money back and pay off your loan. Correct. 
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Mr. ScALiSE. Seems like a — for too long that model has worked 
so well and you know in the last few years it seems like govern- 
ment wants to come along and take the place of what the private 
sector did and of course from all the results the government’s not 
doing a real good joh of it and we are drowning in a sea of red ink 
in the process. When you look at what happened with, you know, 
with these RUS grants does taxpayer money being used to in es- 
sence fund your competitor serve as an incentive or disincentive to 
you — for you to make future investments? 

Mr. Shorman. Well, it certainly disincentive in our areas where 
that — where there is an over builder that is using — again, it is my 
tax dollars also that are being used to compete against me along 
with our other employee owners. So exactly to that point it does 
cause us to have to look at where we spend our money and what 
we can do with that money. 

Mr. ScALiSE. What kind of jobs are related to the investments 
you have made so far? How many jobs have you created along the 
way with this private investment, the risk that you have taken as 
a company? What kind of jobs has that equated to? 

Mr. Shorman. Well, our company has not quite doubled in size 
with some of the acquisitions that we have had. We also do our 
own fiber install. We do our own technology training. We do things 
throughout our company that continues to grow. And because of 
our employee owners live in those same communities it is not like 
we are a big cooperation. We are a small company based in Hays, 
Kansas that covers that area in North central and Northwest Kan- 
sas. 

Mr. SCALISE. How many people work for your company? 

Mr. Shorman. Two hundred seventy-seven give or take you know 
a few along the line and we have 212 of those are employee owners 
that own stock in the company and the employees own 63 percent 
of our company. 

Mr. ScALiSE. And what is the average pay for these jobs? 

Mr. Shorman. It can vary. It can vary from 20-30,000 a year to 
higher than that in certain areas. 

Mr. ScALiSE. Again, sounds like the American dream creating a 
lot of jobs and a lot of opportunities for people. When the Stimulus 
bill was going through one of the claims that was going to be made 
was that this would increase broadband deployment especially in 
rural areas and create jobs. From your experience is the program 
reaching the unserved or is it just jeopardizing some of the things 
that have already been done by the private sectors. 

Mr. Shorman. I think in some of the letters that were presented 
earlier this process was proposed to reach unserved rural North- 
west Kansas people. That is a great project. If it reaches unserved 
customers that is a terrific way for this money to be spent. How- 
ever, in reality the biggest part of that or a major part of that is 
overbuilding existing operations and existing broadband providers. 

Mr. ScALiSE. And that kind of duplication just wasn’t what was 
promised to the American people. 

Mr. Shorman. That is not what we understood it to be. 

Mr. ScALiSE. Appreciate that. Mr. Goldstein, you state that the 
RUS plans to use its existing oversight framework that it uses for 
grant and loan program. Given the problems the Inspector General 
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Fong has reported on about RUS is this an effective oversight plan 
to prevent the defaults and the obligations RUS has experienced in 
the past? 

Mr. Goldstein. I think we would have to wait and see, sir. We 
don’t know yet. 

Mr. SCALISE. All right, Mr. Fong, do you want to — I am sorry, 
Ms. Fong, do you want to comment on that? 

Ms. Fong. That will be one of the things that we will be looking 
at most likely in our audit. I will say that in the past RUS, in its 
oversight capacity, when it has identified instances of wrongdoing 
in the program they have come to us and made referrals to us and 
those have resulted in successful prosecutions. So we do know that 
at least on some level their oversight program has been effective. 

Mr. SCALISE. All right, thank you. And Mr. Zinser, I understand 
that auditing grants at this time is very difficult because even 
though the money has been awarded the grantees have not done 
much yet. What are planning to do to ensure that the taxpayer 
money is not misspent? 

Mr. Zinser. We have got a number of steps we have to take. 
Number one, we are going to see how well NTIA is overseeing their 
portfolio of grants. We have got to make sure that the program of- 
fice is doing its job. We are going to go through a process of identi- 
fying the grants into a risk assessment and identify the riskiest 
grants. NTIA is doing a similar process. 

Mr. SCALISE. Do you know how long it will take to really get a 
formula in place to know how well this taxpayer money is being 
spent? 

Mr. Zinser. We are going to initiating grants. Very soon, I don’t 
know that a complete formula will be developed, but one of the 
things we are going to do for example is the Recovery Board, the 
Recovery and Accountability Transparency Board has set up a ca- 
pacity of checking grantees across a number of public source data- 
bases for risk indicators. We are going to use that capacity to iden- 
tify potential audit targets. 

Mr. Scalise. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I yield back. 

Mr. Walden. Thank you and I want to thank our panelists for 
your participation in the hearing today. I think it has helped us 
think about this program and look at the legislation that has been 
drafted. If you have comments and suggestions about how you — 
how we can improve the draft legislation we would welcome those 
not only from our panelists but others who are observing these pro- 
ceedings and certainly from my colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle. I would like to thank our witnesses and members that par- 
ticipated in today’s hearing. I would remind members that they 
have 10 business days to submit questions for the record and I 
would ask that the witnesses all agree to respond promptly to those 
questions. I will note for the record your head nods in favor of that. 
And with that the subcommittee is adjourned. 

[Whereupon, at 11:56 a.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.] 

[Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:] 
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Statement of Chairman Fred Upton 
Subcommittee on Communications and Technology Hearing on ARRA 
Broadband Spending 

We all share the same goal of ensuring that as much of our country has 
access to broadband as possible. The question, of course, is what’s the best way of 
going about it. In these difficult economic times, it is important that we both 
encourage private sector investment and spend any taxpayer dollars wisely. 

The good news is that most of the work is already done. According to the 
FCC’s National Broadband Plan, 95 percent of the country has access to broadband 
and two-thirds subscribe. We have gone from 8 million broadband subscribers to 
200 million in approximately 10 years. So we are starting from a very good place. 

Today’s hearing examines the stimulus package provisions allocating $7 
billion to the National Telecommunications and Information Administration and 
the Rural Utility Service for broadband grants and loans. The hearing is intended to 
begin oversight of the program and also to consider staff draft legislation designed 
to improve oversight and return unused or reclaimed money back to the U.S. 
Treasury. 

When we marked up the broadband provisions of the stimulus bill last 
Congress, many of us proposed focusing on the 5 percent of the country that is 
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unserved. It simply made sense to us to make sure everyone had “firsts” before we 
started working on “seconds.” We also suggested focusing on areas that are 
otherwise uneconomic for the private sector to serve. When spending our 
constituents’ money, it just seemed sensible not to allocate dollars to places the 
private sector was already serving, or was likely to serve in the future. 

Focusing on unserved areas that are otherwise uneconomic to reach also 
helps minimize overbuilding existing providers. Deploying broadband is an 
expensive business, whether you’re using your own money or taxpayer money. It 
is also a difficult business. And it becomes that much harder if your subscriber 
base has been cut in half. Competition is, of course, a good thing. But we’re talking 
about rural areas that are even more difficult to serve because there are fewer 
residents spread over very large areas, and because there are mountains or other 
challenging terrain. Forcing a company to compete with a government-subsidized 
competitor can actually hinder deployment and cost jobs. And the government- 
subsidized entity will also have a harder time competing, preventing the taxpayers’ 
money Ifom going as far. For all these reasons, overbuilding is something to be 
minimized. 

All of these concerns led us to suggest that we wait for the nationwide 
broadband map before we start spending money. It becomes much harder to avoid 
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these pitfalls if you don’t know precisely where broadband already is. That map is 
not due to be unveiled until next week, but the money has been awarded already. 

My hope is that the money will have been well spent, but oversight will be 
important to make sure we see what the money produces and we learn from any 
mistakes. It is also important because we are about to begin a very similar 
conversation regarding reform of the Universal Service Fund. The President has 
also recently announced a goal of reaching 98 percent of the country with wireless 
broadband. It is always tempting to throw taxpayer money at these sorts of issues. 
And once we do, it only makes sense that we try to ensure some of that money gets 
used in our districts. It is, after all, originally our constituents’ money. But we need 
to think long and hard before passing laws to make sure we are allocating our 
resources wisely. 
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Prepared Statement of Hon. Edolphus Towns 

Thank you, Chairman Walden and Ranking Member Eshoo. I am very pleased 
that the Sub Committee is holding this hearing. Our constituents need to know that 
we are keeping an eye on how well the Recovery Act funding for broadband pro- 
grams is being used in communities all over this country. 

As a long time member of this Committee I have seen how broadband has trans- 
formed our economy. Recovery Act funding will accelerate this trend and I truly be- 
lieve that the benefits will be keeping America strong and competitive well into the 
21st Century. 

As Chairman of the Committee on Oversight and Government Reform last con- 
gress when the Recovery Act was enacted, I and my colleagues worked tirelessly to 
incorporate the processes that made this spending the most transparent and ac- 
countable in history. I pledge to work with the other side in the new congress to 
continue making sure taxpayer money is efficiently spent. However, I have looked 
at the proposed legislation that is being discussed at this hearing and I believe that 
it is unnecessary and duplicative of oversight efforts already mandated in the last 
congress. 

I am pleased that the GAO and the Inspector Generals in charge of preventing 
waste fraud and abuse in these broadband programs are here today to share their 
perspective. I look forward to hearing their findings and recommendations. I strong- 
ly believe we should make a bipartisan commitment to give them the resources they 
need to conduct vigorous oversight of the funds going forward. 

In New York City, these projects are already underway and having a major im- 
pact. As an example, The NYC Connected Learning program is designed to effec- 
tively link the home and school learning environments. It will provide more than 
18,000 sixth grade students in 72 low-income schools with home computers, dis- 
counted broadband service, educational software, digital literacy training and an 
array of resources. School populations are approximately 40 percent Latino, 31 per- 
cent African-American, 15 percent Asian-American, and one percent Native Amer- 
ican. The program is underway citywide. Nearly 5,000 families in about half of the 
schools (nine from Brooklyn) have participated to date and the program is on track 
to ultimately serve the targeted number of 18,000 students. 

We embarked on an effort to prepare America for a 21st Century economy when 
we appropriated money towards broadband technology. We must take advantage of 
the opportunity these funds provide because, while recovery does not happen in the 
blink of an eye, innovation can. Readiness requires quality internet access for all 
Americans. It requires tough oversight and continuing our investment in broadband. 

Thank you and I yield back the balance of my time. 
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CHAtHMAN 
COMMITTEE ON 
ENERGY AND COMMERCE 

Congregg of tjje ©mteli ^tateg ^ ^ ^ 

?^ou£ie of ^epre^entatitieji 

MaSfiinatnn, ®C 20515-0530 

HENRY A. WAXMAN 
30th District, Cautornia 

August 4, 2010 

The Honorable Lawrence E. Strickling 
Assistant Secretary for Communications and Information 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Herbert Hoover Building 
1401 Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20230 


Dear Secretary Strickling, 

I am writing in support of two grant applications submitted by the California 
Emerging Technology Fund [CEFT] to the National Telecommunications and Information 
Agency (NTIA). These applications are for Round Two funding for the Broadband 
Technology Opportunities Program (BTOP]. The two proposals are for Digital Literacy for 
All [DLA] and Access to Careers and Technology (ACT). 

CETF has worked in partnership with other non-profits in California on these 
applications. In the 30th congressional district, which I represent, funds from these 
applications would go to Chrysalis and the Salvation Army. They would provide computers 
and training in technology to young people and to the unemployed to improve their ability 
to find employment Funds fhom these applications would also support statewide 
programs of the ACME Center, the California Foundation for Independent Living Centers, 
California Resources and Training and Empowemet CA, which would help to close the 
digital divide in the 30th congressional district as well. 

It is estimated that the two proposals would result in 2,864 jobs statewide enlisting 
28 anchor institutions as training sites and broadband access points. The Digital Literacy 
for All proposal will help 28,500 low-income youth and adults gain digital literacy skills 
while the Access to Careers and Technology proposal would provide digital literacy skills 
for some 36,900 low-income youth and adults. 

I hope you will give these grant applications every consideration consistent with 
applicable laws and regulations. 
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Suite 600 

Los Anqeles, CA 90048-11 183 
(323)651-1040 
(318) 578-7400 
(310) 652-3095 


Sincerely, 

HENRY A. WAXMAN 
Member of Congress 
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NOV 1 8 2009 


10408 Futlanos Avenue, 
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October 21, 2009 


The Honorable Gary Locke 
Secretary 

U.S. Dqiartment of Commerce 
1401 Conflation Avenue, NW 


ACTION OFFICE Mihail 
COPIES TO AVtt&cS.. 


Washington, DC 20230 
Dear Secretary Locke, 


suspenseTatO^SZI^ 

REMARKS. 


CONTROL# 'Z-CH[b 


By now you have received the implication for fonding from Towerstream. I am writing to 
express my support of their application for grant funding for the Broadband Technology 
Opportunity Program (BTOP) with the U.S. Depaitmoit of Commerce, and hope that you 
will give them foil and fair consideratian under the applicable law. Towerstream has 
benefited undersetved communities and my Congressional District in Brooklyn, and 1 
feel they are a worthwhile candidate for this funding. 


I have been told by my constituents in Brooklyn that broadband service is lacking, or 
entirely unavailable, in many parts of this community. It is vital that we seize this 
opportunity provided by the Recovery Act net only to reach rural undeiserved, but also to 
address the needs of one of our nation's uihan underserved populations. Adequate 
Internet access is needed by consumers, businesses, public safety agencies, and 
disadvantaged small businesses in underserved urban areas for the very same reasons it is 
needed in rural areas. 


I understand that Towrastieam’s proposal ptovides for a austainable model of urban 
broadband deployment, a key requirement in the BTOP qrplication process. Its 
application for Brooklyn provides for discounted service for anchor institutions, public 
safety agencies and small disadvantaged businesses in undersetved areas. 

I hope the U.S. Department of Commerce will give fill] consideration to this proposal. If 
you have any questions of my support for Towerstream and its ^plication, please do not 
hesitate to contact Megan Cornish in my Washington, D.C. office at (202) 225-5936. 



Edolphus “Ed” Towns 
Member of Congress 
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Member oe Cixqrebs 
10TH District. New York 
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raasbinston, 20515-3210 APR 

March 26, 2010 


WASHiNGTON OFFICE: 
SufTE 2232 

Rayburn House Ofbce Duilcinq 
Washington, DC 20515 
(202) 225*5936 

BROOKLYN OFFICES: 

186 JORALEMON STREET, 
Suite 1102 

2 ZDiO Brooklyn, NY 11202 
(718) 865-8018 

10408 Flatlands Avenue. 
Brooklyn. NY 11238 
(710) 272*1175 


Lawrence E. Strickling 

Assistant Secretary for Communications and Information 
Herbert C. Hoover Building 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
1401 Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20230 

Dear Assistant Secretary Strickling: 
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By now you have received an application for funding from Xchange Telecom Corp. 1 am writing 
to express my support for the Broadband Technology Opportunities Program application being submitted 
by Xchange Telecom Corp. and hope you will give the applicaliun full and fair consideration under the 
applicable law. The application is being submitted in partnership with key community anchor institutions 
and a “last mile” minority- and woman owned business enterprise (“MWBE”). 


The Broadband Technology Program will help stimulate the economy, create job opportunities 
and economic growth in Brooklyn, and bring high-speed broadband internet access to homes and businesses 
in the unserved and underserved areas of Brooklyn. A high percentage of those unserved and underserved 
areas are in the 10* Congressional District, and include Bedford-Stuyvesant, Brownsville and East New 
York, communities that have been neglected by commercial ventures and educational services, and the 
residents of which are predominantly African-American or immigrants of European and African descent. 


The proposed high-speed access network that Xchange Telecom Corp. is planning to construct in 
Brooklyn, New York, and specifically within the 10* Congressional district, may begin to address the 
connectivity and end-user-service quality issues of the current telecom infrastructure in Brooklyn. It is 
unacceptable diat our community continues to suffer from poor telecom infrastnicture. I look forward to 
the development of a community-wide, high-capacity broadband network connecting, with fiber optic 
technology, schools, libraries, medical and health care facilities, community health centers, public safety 
entities, community colleges and other institutions of higher education, community-based service 
organizations and small businesses, 

I hope the Department of Commerce will give full consideration to this proposal you have any 
questions about my support of Xchange Telecom Corp., please do not hesitate to contact Megan Cornish at 
202.225.5936. 



Member of Congress 
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WASHINGTON OFFICE; 
SurrE2232 

Rayourn House Office BuaoiNc 
Washington, DC 2051B 
(202) 225-5336 

BROOKLYN OFFICES; 

186 JORALEMON Street, 
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Brooklyn, NY 11201 
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December 7. 2009 


10406 Flatlands Avenue, 
Brooklyn. NY 11238 
{71B) 272r1175 

DEC 1 7 2009 


lire Honorable Lawrence E. Strickling 

Assistant Secretary for Communications and Information 

Administrator, National Telecommunications and Information Administration 

U.S. Department of Commerce 

1401 Constitution Avenue NW 

Washington, D.C, 20230 


Dear Secretary Strickling, 

By now you have received the application for funding from MegaPath. Inc. I am writing 
to express my support of Megalith’s funding proposal for the Broadband Technology 
Opportunities Program (STOP) and hope that you will give them full and fair 
consideration under- the applicable law. MegaPath has demonstrated itself to be an asset 
to New York City and my Congressional District in Brooklyn, and I feel they are a 
worthwliile candidate for this funding. 


MegaPath proposes an innovative solution to provide affordable last-mile broadband 
service, including an Internet access device, to residents of 337 underserved communities 
in 12 northeast states, including New York. I beUeve MegaPath’s broadband proposal is 
a particularly good solution for residents in need of affordable broadband solutions in 
New York. Tie proposed MegaPatli service will allow the most vulnerable populations 
(low income, unemployed, and aged) to have and utilize broadband access. 


I hope the Department of Commerce will give full consideration to this proposal. If you 
have any questions of my support for MegaPath and its application, please do not hesitate 
to contact Megan Cornish in my Washington, D.C. office at (202) 225-5936. 
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OearSecretary locke. i, 


By now you have received the application for fiiiuiing finm Toweisiream. I am writing to 
express my support of their application tor giant ihnding tor the Broadband Technology 
O^ortunity Program (STOP) with the ILS. Department of Commerce, and hope that you 
will give them toll and fair consideration under the applicable law. Towerstream has 
benefited undraserved communities and my Congressional District in Biooldyn, and I 
feel tiiey are a worthwhile candidate tor tiiis fimding. 


I have been told by my constituents in Brotddyn that broadband service is lacking, or 
oitirely unavailable, in many parts of this community. It is vital that we seize this 
opportunity provided by the Recovery Act not onfy to reach rural underserved, but also to 
address the needs of one of our nation’s nihan underserved populations. Adequate 
Internet access is needed by consumers, businesses, public safety agencies, and 
disadvantaged small businesses in underserved urban areas tor the very same reasons it is 
needed in rural areas. 


I undsstand thst Towostream’s proposal provides lot a sustainable model of urban 
broadband deployment, a key requirment in the BTOP application process. Its 
application tor Brooklyn provides for discounted service for anchor institutions, public 
safety agencies and small disadvantaged businesses in underserved areas. 

I hope the U.S. Department of Commerce will give fiiU conrideration to this proposal. If 
you have any questions of my support for Towerstream and its application, please do not 
hesitate to contact Megan Cornish in my Washingtmi, D.C. office at (202) 22S-S936. 



Edolphus “Bd” Towns 
Member of Congress 
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January 14,2010 



Mr. Lawrence E. StrieWing 

Assistant Secretary forCommunlcations and Information 
and Admi3iistrator 

National Telecommunications and Information Administration (N'f lA 
U,S. Depyrtmcnl of Commerce 
1401 Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20230 
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Reft Support for the J'ownship oflrvington’s STOP Application 


Dear Mr. Stricklingi 

As members of the New Jersey Houso Congressional Dolcgation, we lake great pride in, writing 
to you to express, our support for the Towjiship of Irvington, NJ (Irvington) Broadband 
Technology Opportunity Program (BTOP) application. 

Afi Congix)ssnien from New Jersey, we have actively supported B'fOP under the Recovery Act 
and New Jersey Senator Prank Lautenberg is one of the primary sponsors of legislation creating 
the Broadband Technology Oppo.rlunity Program. It w urban cities like the Irvington that 
inspired us to act concecjting the lack of broadband technologies that for too long have left 
residents of our urban centers out of Uie economic mainstream of society. 


As you arc well aware, America is currently engaged in efforts to reclaim our technological 
advantage from Asia and otlter parts of the global community. Tliis cannot be done without our 
urban municipalities participating in the broadband tcclmology transformation that is beiiig 
championed by the Obama Administration. That is wiry we are supporting li-vington’s 
application for BTOP fundiog. 

We encourage your adniinislration approve Irvington’s ftmding request that will not only deploy 
a much needed broadband program cilywidc but also create hundreds of job.s for Iiviiigton’s 
rcsidents and many residents in other New Jersey coromunitic.s. (Irvingtun has put together a 
strong public-private partnership with small businesses located in Verona, Wayne and 
Wiuppany, NJ, with disadvantaged .small businesses located in Ii'vington and BcHcville, NJ, 
and a host of other small bu.sincssos throughout the state.) 

The National Conference of Black Mayors (NCBM), in regards to a national broadband plan, 
suggested the following: 


mwt cn PN nccmj.» mkr 



"Mayors, cUy and county commisslomrs, and ali other officers of local government, have 
the most direct access to the American people, particularly those living In underserved 
cummunilie,s. Therefore, these local elected officials are In the best position to access the 
needs of the people and implement proactive solutions that immediately speak to those 
needs. In the case of broadband access and adoption, municipal governments are 
perhaps in the best position to engage in broadband mapping activll!e.s that help 
ascertain the conmcted and unconnected in their communUies. 

Likewise, municipal governmenis can easily define areas in need of the most 
improvement In their communities and can, therefore, define broadband opportunities in 
a way that state and federal governments cannot , " 

We agvee wilh NCBM end other disfinguislied organizations advocating the granting of I3TOP 
funding on behalf of municipalities. 

Please keep us posted on the pi ogi'c.ss of Irvington’s application. We arc delighted that Irvington 
has developed a multi-phased approach to delivering broadband to ail of Irvington which will 
include bringing the fiber network directly to the door step of every school, municipal building, 
community center and low income resident of the town. We look forward to hearing from you. 

Sincerely, 



Member of Congress 


Steven R. Rothman 
Member of Congress 



Member of Congress 



Frank Palloiie Jr. 
Member of Congress 
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Mr. Lawrence E. Strickling 

Assistant Secretary for Communications and Information 
National Telecommunications and Information Administration 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
1401 Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20230 

Re: Support for STOP Application by the City of Asbury Park, New Jersey 


Dear Mr. Strickling: 


On behalf of the city of Asbury Park, I would like to express my strong support for their 
Broadband Technology Opportunity Program (BTOP) application, which seeks funding for their project 
titled, ‘Asbury Park Wireless Network for Free Broadband, CCTV, and Parking Management Systems.’ 

Asbury Park is an ideal candidate for BTOP funding. Classified as a “Distressed City,” over 30% 
of Asbury Park’s resident population is below the poverty level. The Citywide Wireless broadband 
would offer internet access to these lower-income residents, who otherwi.se cannot afford such access. 
Moreover, wireless capabilities for emergency services, such as police, fire, and medicaJ, would greatly 
increase their efficacy at a minimal cost of manpower. The city also plans for shared wireless broadband 
access with other public agencies, such as the Board of Education, Ihe Housing Authority, and the 
Asbury Park Library, 

Finally, wireless broadband access would attract businesses and jobs to Asbury Park. Aggressive 
marketing df free public Wi-Fi would allow businesses to offer internet service to patrons at minimal 
operating cost to themselves. As a beachfront community, the presence of broadband access would 
attract many more beach patrons and thus increase the city’s economic activity by providing it with a 
competitive advantage in attracting local businesses and creating local employment opportunities. 


I greatly support the city of Asbury Park’s objectives in its application. As broadband access is a 
critical component of life in the 21" century, it is a key tool in breaking the cycle of poverty in providing 
access to educational resources and subsequently improving the socioeconomic status of its residents. 


Thank you for your consideration. 
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Sincerely, 



FRANK PALLONE, JR. 
Member of Congress 
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Mr. Lawrence E. StricWing 

Assistant Secretary for Communicaticms and Information 
National Telecommunications and Information Administration 
U.S. Department ofConunerce 
1401 Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washiiigton, DC 20230 

Ref: Sti?)pOTt for Middlesex County’s BTOP Application; Grant # 
Dear Mr. Stickling: 
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On behalf Middlesex County which I represent, I would like to take this opportunity to 
express my support for Middlesex County’s Broadband Technology Opportunity Program 
(BTOP) qjplication. 

As you are well aware, the President is a strong advocate of further connecting American 
citizois and small businesses to the test of the world through providing underserved regions with 
aooess to high-quality broadband technology. As a supporter of the legislation that created the 
BTOP, I couldn’t agree more. By providing and promoting quality broadband services, we move 
this country toward economic success. 

I encourage NTIA to approve Middlesex County’s funding request for their proposed 
improvements in its middle mile infrastructure. The construction and implementation of 
additional broadband towers within the county will provide a foundation to improve broadband 
access to its county residents, small businesses, hospitals, schools and local goveimnent 
institutions. In ad^don, ftese broadband service improvements will markedly improve 
emergency responders’ ability to communicate in times of crisis, while at the same time reducing 
operating costs of the county and local goveniments. This funding will also help provide an 
additional platform for shared municipal services, including electronic data and records. 

I look forward to the success of the BTOP program. Thank you for your consideration. 



Member of Congress 
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Lawreace E, StrickHng 
Admiiiislrator 

Broadbaiid Tcaslinology Opportunities Program 

National TelecommunicaEoiis and Information Administration 

United States Department of Comineine 

HCHB, Room 1874 

1401 Constitution Avenue, NW 

Washington, DC 20230 

Dear Admhiistrator Striolding, 

As Membera of Congress fi-om the state of California, we write toracourage you to give 
full and,faii' consideration to Callfa Group'll" Century Learning Cfenterrtpplication firr 
BroadbanclTeoJmology Oppoitunities Progi^ (STOP) federal stimulus flinding. In Febiuaty 
2009, Congress passed and file President signed the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA), which included $4.7 billion for competitive BTOP gi'ants, 

The Califa Group is a not-for-profit library membership consortium in California tliat has 
worked witli the Califirrnia libraries and tire California community colleges to provide broadband 
infl-asbuoture in unserved and midersetved areas. According to tire application, this project 
would a’eate 56 higlr-definition videoconferencing and public-computer centers at 58 Califtimin 
library and community-ooUeges throughout the state. 

As you know, libraries and community colleges are anchor institutions at the fiontline of 
helping people with job aeai-ch and new skills development. With increased broadband access, 
these essential institutions can better serve all California conimunitiBS by offering advanced 
educational and information services, such as online adult and family literacy programs, job 
tminittg, placement, and education, 

Additionally, the Califa Group has stated that this project will help create or save jobs at 
libraries, community colleges, and other participating sites, The applicant also proposes tliat 
indirectly, many more jobs will be created and much economic development will be stimulated 
by faici'eascd access to technology. 
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Investing in higli-speed broadband at our community colleges and our libraries will 
provide muck needed broadband access to ourunsetved and undei'served population, while also 
creating or saving jobs. We, therefore, urge you to give full and fair consideration to theCalifa 
Group’s 21®^ Century Learning Centei's application for UTO? stimulus funds. 
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RE: RovAir 

Dear Assistant Secretary Strickling, 
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REMARKS^ 

CONTROL# 



I am pleased to offer my support to RovAir Wirelew of Massachusetts. RovAir has 
submitted an application for funding from tiie Broadband Opportunities Program under 
tile Amaican Recovery and Reinvestment Act 


RovAir offers a unique delivery model for mobile broadband connectivity in an area that 
has cellular coverage. RovAir rents wireless 30 broadband cards and leases them to its 
consumers* Their model allows the user to have connectivity without the need for a long 
term expensive plan. jRovAir’s service works on the existing cellular infraatmeture. This 
allows RovAir to fill the need of connectivity to rural areas and underserved 
communities. RovAir is an innovative company that has found a way to create a viable 
and affordable option for internet connectivity. 

I wholeheartedly support RovAir^s proposal to this program and 1 re^ectfiiily request 
that you give their ^plication a full and fliorough review. Should you have any questions 
or require additional information, please do not hesitate to contact Rocco DQtico of my 
Medford District Office at 781-396-2900. 


Sincerely, 




Edward J. Maikey 


JiJM/rd 
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Congress of tl|e ^States 

iBnslftngtDn, SCI 20515 , 

i ? my 

November 12, 2009 


Lawrence E. Strickling 

Assistant Secretary for Communications and Irtfonnation 
National Telecommunications and Information Administrati 
Herbert C. Hoover Building 
U.S. Department of Commerce/NTIA 
1401 Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20230 

Dear Assistant Secretary Strickling: 

We offer our full support of the three Broadband Technology Opportunities Program application 
priorities identified by Massachusetts Governor Deval Patrick in his letter to you of October 14, 
2009. 

The three priorities identified are: 1) the western Massachusetts applications, under the 
coordination and leadership of the Massachusetts Broadband Institute (1^1); 2) the OpenCape 
application for Cape Cod; and, 3) the consolidated City of Boston applieations. These 
applieations best reflect the diverse needs of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and on their 
merits spore hjghesLagainst the federal evaluation criteria. We believe these are among the most 
ambitiousotind prediblp Broadband Teohnplogy pppcfttun^ties Program (BTOP) , applications 
submittedt&om anywhere in, the nation. 

CoUectiyelyf theseiprpjeots aterehoyel-readyj.iThey.jWfil create at least 1,638 direct jobs and at 
least 1,874 indirect jobs. They are also integral to broader economic development in the west 
and southeast portions of the Commonwealth, as well as in our disadvantaged communities 
within Boston. Beyond connecting unserved and underserved citizens, these projects wdll play a 
critical role in eoimecting anchor institutions such as libraries, sehools, municipalities, and 
hospitals to high speed broadband. Public safety will be enhanced in the hurricane vulnerable 
southeast and Cape Cod region through dedicated and redundant public safety communications 
systems. 

Each projept j^-meehanisms-to aid, and support increased broadband opportunity and greater 
adoption. Those living in the most rural or the most densely urban areas will gain Internet access 
to fully participate economically and civically. In particular these projects will afford our most 
isolated and , our, -most vulnerable citizens, the ppportuni^, to, fully access, local and state 
government services.; 

Thp three priorities reflect rural, urban, and suburban mpdels. All three have been in 
development for a number of years and have a level of maturity that offers potential insights for 
National Broadband Policy development and replication across the country. OpenCape was 
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recently cited as a model for replication by the National Association of Telecommunications 
Officers and Advisers (NATOA). They also offer important synergies by pursuing 
telecommunications infrastructure expansion in conjunction with regional utilities’ desires to 
deploy communications infrastructure to support smart grid applications. 

We encourage you to support the Massachusetts priorities identified by Governor Deval Patrick 
in your consideration of Broadband Technology Opportunity Program grant applications. 


Sincerely, 
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The Honorable Latiy Strickling 
Assistant Secretary and Administrator 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
National Telecommunications and Information Administration 
HCHB, Room 4821 
1401 Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20230 
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Re: City of Boston BTOP Grant Applications — ID # 641 Infrastructure and ID U 1 804 
Sustainable Broadband Adoption 


Dear Mr. Strickling; 

We were pleased that on December 17, 2009, NTIA announced it had awarded 
Boston S 1 .9 million for its Public Computing Centers grant in its first round of awards. 
We are writing to make the case ibr NTIA to fimd the remaining Massachusetts 
applications to achieve fiill digital inclusion of the state’s citizenry and Boston’s most 
disenfranchised families. 

The Massachusetts Broadband Institute (MBI) has proposed a plan that would 
provide broadband access to over 20,000 households, 5,000 businesses, and tens of 
anchor institutions and public safety entities in western Massachusetts, where broadband 
deployment is most lacking. There are 43 communities in western Massachusetts 
targeted in this proposal that are either unserved or underserved, The project proposed is 
for a 581 mile fiber-optic middle mile loop through rural communities and would 
supplement a multi-million dollar commitment by the state to improve access to 
broadband in this region. MBI partners will also supplement these efforts. One will 
create ten computer centers in the region stiate^caliy placed to reach the greatest number 
of people, the lowest income residents, and the highest minority populations. Another, 
called Get Online!, will facilitate partnerships among organizations to support education, 
healthcare, and economic development. 

On the other side of the state, the OpenCape Corporation has proposed a core 
fiber backbone to serve Cape Cod arid surrounding communities and institutions. Due to 
the low population density of this region, current broadband services are singly 
insufficient to support the economic diversification, entrepreneurial efforts, and market 
access needed to foster a sustainable economy. It is also expected that the effort to 
construct the fiber line will create an estimate 233 local jobs connecting areas like Fall 
River and New Bedford where unemployment is over 15%. 


MWNTCO OH RICVCUO 
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opportunity for city kids competing against their peers in the suburbs of Boston and 
around the world. 

NTIA guidelines specify that grant applicants that have multiple submissions that 
are complementary will receive “additional consideration” under the evaluation of project 
purpose. Boston deserves this additional consideration since it has demonstrated how its 
three grants work as an integrated whole to accomplish, in a highly cost-effective way, 
digital inclusion in the City’s lowest income neighborhoods, coupled with an innovative 
public safety application. 


We very much appreciate your service and hard work and hope NTIA will 
strongly consider funding for the remaining Massachusetts grant applications. 
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November 12, 2009 


Lawrence E. Strickling 

Assistant Secretary for Communications and Information 
National Telecommunications and Information Administrati^ij,yig|^ OFFICE 


Herbert C. Hoover Building 
U.S, Department of Commerce/NTIA 
1401 Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, D.C. 20230 

Dear Assistant Secretary Strickling: 
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We offer our full support of the three Broadband Technology Opportunities Program application 
priorities identified by Massachusetts Governor Deval Patrick in his letter to you of October 14, 


2009. 


The three priorities identified are: 1) the western Massachusetts applications, under the 
coordination and leadership of tiie Massachusetts Broadband Institute (MBI); 2) the OpenCape'^' 
application for Cape Cod; and. 3) the consolidated City of Boston applications. These 
applications best reflect the diverse needs of the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, and on their 
merits sqofe bighest^against the federal evaluation criteria. We believe these are among the most 
ambitiouaiiandj.<«edibla Tfobtiplqgy Pppqittmities Prpgrant (STOP) applications 

submitted f^m anywhere in.-the nation. 

Collectively^ fhese.prpjeotS; areishovel-pe^y They.jwUl create at least 1,638 direct jobs and at 
least 1,874 indirect jobs. They are also integral to l»oader economic development in the west 
and southeast portions of the Commonwealth, as well as in our disadvantaged communities 
within Boston. Beyond connecting unserved and underserved citizens, these projects will play a 
critical role in connecting anchor institutions such as libraries, schools, municipalities, and 
hospitals to high speed broadband. Public safety will be enhanced in the hurricane vulnerable 
southeast and C^e Cod region through dedicated and redundant public safety communications 
systems. 

Each project haa Piechanisms to aid and support incieased broadband opportunity and greater 
adoption. Those living in the most rural or the most densely urban areas will gain Internet access 
to fuUy participate economically and civically. In particular these projects will afford our most 
isolated and , out.':most vulnejcable citizens the opportunity... to, fuUy access, local and state 
government s.ervices.i 

The three priprities reflect rural, urban, and suburban models. All three have been in 
development for a number of years and have a level of maturity that offers potential insights for 
National Broadband Policy development and replication across the country. OpenCape was 
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recently cited as a model for replication by the National Association of Telecommunications 
Officers and Advisers (NATOA). They also offer important synergies by pursuing 
telecommunications infrastructure expansion in conjunction with regional utilities’ desires to 
deploy communications infrastructure to support smart grid applications. 

We encourage you to support the Massachusetts priorities identified by Governor Deval Patrick 
in your consideration of Broadband Technology Opportunity Program grant E^jplications. 


Sincerely, 
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©mtgrgsa mf tiie HHited States 
Waaifiiigtnn, S€ 20515 
May 14. 2010 


Larry Strickliiig 
Administrator 

National Telecommunications & 
Information Administration 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
1401 Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20230 


Dallas Tonsager 

Under Secretary 

Rural Development 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

1400 Independence Ave., S.W. 

Washington, DC 20250 


Dear Mr, Strickling & Mr. Tonsager: 

We are writing today regarding California’s American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) 
Broadband Applications for Round Two. We appreciate that during Round One California was 
awarded 8 grants from the Broadband Technology Opportunities Program (BTOP), and received 
broadband mapping funds. However, California did not receive any funding from the Broadband 
Initiatives Program (BIP), overseen by the Department of Agriculture’s Rural Utilities Service 
(RUS), We write today to request that you give due consideration to California’s grant requests 
in Round Two. 

As you know, ARRA included S4.7 billion for competitive BTOP grants and $2.5 billion for 
broadband grant, loan, and loan/grant combination programs administered by RUS. The funds 
are to be used for projects that help bridge the technological divide, boost economic growth, 
create jobs, and improve education and healthcare. 

While California’s broadband coverage rate is 96 percent, the remaining 4 percent includes more 
than 1 .4 million people living in rural areas covering a total of 44,000 square miles, roughly the 
size of Kentucky. According to the Federal Communication Commission, 14 million people 
nationwide are without broadband access, which means that roughly 1 0% of Americans who are 
unserved are in California. 

The list of California’s “highly recommended” and “recommended” BTOP Round Two projects 
set forth by the Governor of California, as well as the pending BIP applications, highlight the 
needs of California’s unserved and underserved areas as well as the strength of ideas and 
collaborative nature of those applying for Round Two funds. We, therefore, urge you to give full 
and fair consideration to California’s Round Two grant applications, which will go a long way 
towards improving economic and educational opportunities in the state. 
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Lawrenoe E. Sti'lckllng 
Admiflislmtor 

Broadbaud Teclinology Oppothmltiea Pfogram 

National Teloconununications and Infotmation Administration 

United States Depai'Uneiit ofCommwe 

HCHB, Room 1874 

1401 Constitution AvamOiNW 

Washington, DC 20230 

Dear Administrator Strlolding, 

As Members of Congress ftom the slate of California, wo write to.mcourage you to give 
fiUl and^ir conaideratlon to Callfo QroupWf® Centuiy Learning Cenlei^ppUostion for 
Broadband'teeitnology Opportunities Prog^ (BTOP) fcdarol stimulus ffinding, In February 
2009, Congress passed ond die Pi'esldeut signed the Anieiioan Recovery and Reinvestment Act 
(ARRA), which Inchided $4.7 billion for competitive BTOP grants. 

The Califa OrouiJ is a not-for-profit library membership consortium in Galifoima foat has 
woiiced with the California libraries and dio California community colleges to provide broadband 
infoasliuotui'ein unseived and underservod areas. Acoordingto llio application, ftiis project 
would oreato 66 hlgh-defirjltion videooonfereticittg and public-compnta' centers at 58 Califernio 
library and oommunity-oolleges tlirorighout die state. 

As you know, libraries and community colleges am anchor institutions at the fronfline of 
helping people with job seaiuli and new skills development. With increased broadband access, 
these essential institatious can better save all California communities by offering advanced 
educational and infoitnaBon services, such as online adult and ftmiiy Eteraoy progiums, job 
bnining, plaoemont, and education, 

Additionally, tire Caltfe Group has stated foat fois project will help create or save jobs at 
libraries, community colleges, and ofoerpartidpafiog sites. The applicant also proposes foat 
indirectly, many more jobs will be created and much economic development will be stimuiated 
by increased access to technology. 


ACTIOM OFRCE 
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0003/000 


Investing in liigli-speed bmaiiband at ouc ccanmunity colleges and our libraries will 
IJtovide audi needed bro^band access to ow.unsetved and undei'served population, while also 
creating ov savingjobs. We, tberafore, urge you to give full and fair consideration to the Califh 
Group’s 21“ Century Learning Centeis application for BTOP sthnulns funds. 




DORIS MATSUI / 

Member of Congress 
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(!(Dngres0 of lift Untied States 

SSaabmstou. S(S 20915 

AUG 2 2010 


July 30, 2010 

The Honorable Lawrence Strickling, Assistant Secretary and Administrator 
National Telecommunications and Information Administration 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
1401 Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

HCHB, Room 4587 
Washington, D.C. 20230 

Dear Assistant Secretary Sliickling, 

As members of the California Congressional Delegation, we are writing to express our 
concern about the lack of grants awarded to California under the Broadband Technology 
Opportunities Program (STOP) created as part of the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA). 

In the first round of BTOP awards, entities in California received only a few modest 
broadband infrastructure grants. California applicants have submitted 114 Broadband 
ARRA applications for the second round of BTOP awards. All of these applications will 
support California’s economy, particularly in urban underserved and rural and tribal 
areas. Thirty-eight of the 114 applications are broadband infrastructure projects that 
connect key community anchor institutions, such as schools, libraries, public safety first 
responders, health cate facilities and local governmental offices. 

Given the importance of broadband investment to economic development in California, 
we were disappointed to see NTIA’s July 2“’ announcement that in the first phase of 
grants awarded in Round 2 of BTOP funding, not one grant was awarded to a California- 
only project. 

California is a large state with many geographic and terrain challenges - desert, 
mountains, and coastal terrain ~ for our broadband providers. We believe methodology 
being used to make these grants to the states and territories is fair and equitable. While 
California is more advanced in broadband initiatives tiian most states, we urge you to 
carefiiUy consider each California BTOP application moving forward. 


Sincerely, 

Doris Matsui 
Member of Cottgress 



Anna G. Eshoo 
Member qiCeitgr^j,-|-|QHj 
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2 2 2009 


Stipteiuter 2, 2009 

Tlie MonoiaWe Lawrence E. Strickling 
Assistant Secretary for Commumcations and Infonnation 
National Telecommunications and Information Agency 
HeiLert C. I'loovet Btrilding (HCHB) 

LI.S. Department of Commerce / NTIA 
1401 Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Woakiugton, D.C. 20230 

Dear Assistant Secretary Striclding, 

Tkis past moiitk NTIA accepted tke first round of applications for tkc Broadkand Teclmology 
Opportunities Program (BTOP). I supported funding for tkis program under tkc American 
Recooery and Reinvesimeni Aci and I’m j^eased tkat BTOP will spur economic growlk in 
telecommunications, wkile providing an infusion of muck-needed mvestmeiits in unserved and 
underserved regions of tke nation. I commend N 1 lA for moving akead expeditiously in tke grant 
process and I look forward to seeing tke growtk of a range of kusiness enterprises and synergies in 
tkis sector of tke economy, 

We Lave numerous BTOP applicants from my District, including tke Social Communication 
Company ("Sococo"). It gives me great pleasure to extend my recommendation for your kigk 
consideration of Sococo's application to tke NTIA for funding.under BTOP. Sococo is 
keaduuartered in Mountain View in tke 14*’' Congressional Distriol, and is a reaktime, 
kroadkand, commuiucaLious service provider offering a patented, fast, secure, scalakle internet 
platform -tkat puts people in one virtual generated space. Tke Company is poised to launck its 
first generation kroadkand enterprise solution in tke U.S. market and seeks B 1 OP funding io 
speed up its programmatic rollout and kasten tke nation's demand for, and. utilization of, 
kroadkand tecknologies. 

Tiiank you for considering Sococo's application during ike BTOP review process. I appreciate 
yom: oversigkt of tkis important program. 


Most gratefully, 





ACTION 
COPIES T0_ 


RlIRPFNSFDATE in/lUm 
REMARKS 

control^OT ii) 4 



156 


DIANA DeGETTE 


CHIEF DEPUTY WHIP 


Isr Di51k:t, CoiiMAPo 


233$ HAVBURN HOUM OFPKC BUB-MM 
WuKMeraH, DC20E1E 
(2Q2) 229-4431 
FAX (2021 22S-5B57 

OISTHICT OFFICE 
$00 ouitr Street, Bute 202 
DlMvra, CO 60203 
(3031844-41^ 

FAX (303)944-4998 


http;//desett4.hou$s.gov 


Congress of flfo Imtoii ^tateo 

of jSejtreaeniattueB 

Koalringinn, 20513-4329 


COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND 
COMMERCE 
Vice Chairman 
Subcommittee on Health 
SUBCOMMCTTEE OH 
Communications, Technology and 
THE Internet 

Subcommittee on Oversicht and 
Investigation 

SUBCOMMITTeE ON COMMERCE, TRADE 

AND Consumer Protection 


April 23, 2010 


APR 3 0 2010 


Honot^le Lawrence E. Stridding 

Assistant Secie^ for CommwiicaOons and Infbnnation 

National Telaconvnunlcatlons and Infnmation Agency 

ti. S. Department i^ Conmerce/NTIA Heibait C. Hoover Buildino 

1401 Constitution Avenue, NW 

Washington, DC 20230 


COMMITTEE DM NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

SUBCOMMITTEE ON NATIONAL PARKS, 
Forests ano pubuc lands 
Subcommittee on Insiaar Affairs, 
Oceans and Wldufe 


Dear Secretary stridding: 

I am writing to sig^it the appllcatlan fbr a Recovery Act - Broadband Technology Opportunity Program (BTOP), 
Round Twi Grant by the partns^ of CoLoursTV of Englewood, Ct^orado, the National Urban Technctogy Center in 
New York, New Yoti CoLoursTV, a non-prodHelavIslon broadcast network Is collalmaling with more than forty 
public and private partner organizations In New York State In an effort to upgrade seventy public computer centers In 
lowdncome communities; and, b> bring to scale the SeedTech Connect a bmadband platf^ for the deliverance of 
operational efiidendes, lesoume sharing, academic content support, computer trdning, and work forte development 

The Nattonal Urban Technology Center's (Urban Tech) pfDt»sal wll make available computer tracing to more than 
140,000 undersarved msldenls In New York slate by providing ruanputer canters vrith state^-the-art hardware and 
software, curriculum, teacher training, and access to broadbatrd ap^lcadons that aid in on-line Job searches which 
wfil lead to meaning^l empbyment Urban Tech and its partners believe this project b be a highlyreplicabie, *tum- 
key* model that allows for the provision of pre-bsted hardware and software, effective Iralning programs with 
curriculum that builds technokigy skills that are In demand, addresses language and lletacy banters, and provides 
for effecSve administration systms tothe effactive operation of the proposed computer centers. 


CoLours TV wlO conduct the statewide media awareness campaign for the program. It will conduct this outreach b 
the brgeted commimlty through schools, churches, sho|^4ng mails and neighborhood block parties In an effort b 
promote the use of the comprehansIVB computer trainbg centers by new users. 


Please g'tve the National Urban Technology Center's spidirarBon for a Recovery Act- Broadband Technotogy 
Opportunities Program giant your appropriate con^eradon. Thank you for your dme and attention te this matter. 


Sincerely, 



Diana DeGette 
Member of Ceng less 
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August 31, 2009 


The Honorable Lawrence E. Stricklmg 

Assistant Secretary for Communications and Information 

National Teiecommunicatlons and Information Agency 

U. 5. Department of Commerce/NTIA Herbert C. Hoover Building 

1401 Constitution Avenue, NW 

Washington, DC 20230 


COWMITTEE OH NATURAL 
RESOUnCES 

Subcommittee on Hational Parks, 
Forests and Pueiic Lands 

SUSCOMMITTSS ON iNSULAFl ArFA«S, 

Oceans and Wildlire 


Dear Secretary Strickling: 

1 am writing to support the application for a Recovery Act -Broadband Technology Opportunity Program 
(STOP) Grant by the partner of the National Civic League of Colorado, ZeroDivide. The National Civic 
League is "America's original advocate for community democracy " Headquartered in Denver, Colorado, 
for more than twenty years, the National Civic League is a non-profit, non-partisan membership 
organization whose mission Is "to strengthen democracy by Increasing the capacity of our nation's 
people to fully participate in and build health and prosperous communities across America ” 

With the award of a BTOP Grant, ZeroDivide and the National Civic League seek to provide for the 
increase in demand for broadband services within vulnerable communities throughout the country. 
Without the provision of such services, large numbers of residents will remain on the wrong side of the 
digital divide, ultimately contributing to lower economic opportunities and disenfranchisement from the 
political process. 


With the support of this grant, ZeroDivide and the National Civic League will be able to provide critical 
technology training, digital media production, and civic engagement models and incentives for the most 
disadvantaged citizens. They hope to create a new generation of innovators, build an educated and 
skilled workforce, and spur increased access and adoption of broadband technology to underserved 
rural, Inner city, low-income families and youth and people with disabilities. 


Please give ZeroDivide and the National Civic League of Colorado's application for a Recovery Act - 
Broadband Technology Opportunities Program Grant you appropriate consideration. Thank you for your 
time and attention to this matter. 


AG'JlOi^ _G!A!C' 




Diana DeGette 
Member of Congress 
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' 

Congress of xHETJNitED States 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 


COMMITTEE ON ENERGY 
& COMMERCE 

Commerce, Trade amd Consumer Protection 
Energy and Ewsronment 



John Barrow 

12TH DISTRICT OF GEORGIA 
April 9, 2010 


213 Cannon House OfficeBuildinc 
Washington, DC 20515 
202-225-2823 
866-890-623< 

202-225-3377 (Fax) 
www,hoiwcs.govft)artow 



Secretary Gary Locke , 

United States Department of. Commerce 

National Telecommunications and Information Administration 

Broadband Technologies Opportunity Program 

1401 Constitution Avenue, NW 

Washington, DC 2G230 


Dear Secretary Locke, 


It is my privilege to support the Elauwit Community Enhanc ement Foimdation- 
GA. L LC and its application for a Public Computing Centers uram througn tne 
Broadband Technologies Opportunity Program offered by the United States Department 
of Commerce. The Elauwit Community Enhancement Foundation seeks funding to 
support its public computing centers programs. The funds granted for the program will be 
used to serve underserved communities which have limited access to broadband service. 


The Public Computing Centers Grant will provide the Elauwit Community 
Enhancement Foundation funding necessary to expand services to vulnerable 
communities. The foundation seeks to increase the number of proficient internet users in 
underserved communities, and it hopes to actively reach out to residents in a variety of 
ways. It will expand existing public computer programs and create new computer centers 
in existing community centers. 

The efforts of the Elauwit Community Enhancement Foundation will have a 
profoimd impact on the economic deyelo p ment_of u nderserved commurpti^. The 
investment in technology access in these communities will make areas more attractive to 
businesses, and the increase of knowledge of the internet will assist existing businesses 
with growth. It is for these reasons I supported the American Recovery and Reinvestment 
Act, and I offer my support of the Elauwit Community Enhancement Foundation’s 
application for a Public Computing Centers Grant Please give this application all fair and 
due consideration. If you have any questions, please contact Mrs. Lynthia Owens in my 
Augusta District Office, at (706) 722-4494. 


Sincerely, 



John Barrow 


<150 Mau. Boulevard 925 LaneyWalker.Boule' 

Suite A .Sutte 3Q0 

Savannan.GA 31406 Augusta, GA 3090 1 

9 1 2-3S4-72S2 706-712-44«M 


MiLLEDcevHXECrrrHALi. .Sakdersvillb City Hall !07 Old Airport Road 

127 E. Hancock S-niBCT 141 W Havnrs Strqrt Sure a 

MiLLiiiX}evcLLS.GA 3(061 Sanot.bsville, OA 31081 Vidalia, GA 30474 

478-452^611 478-553-1923 912-537-9301 
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John Barrow 


2i3 Cannon House Office Builoing 

Washington, DC ’05 i5 
202-225-2823 
866-AP0-6236 
202-225-3377 (Fax) 
www.house.gov/banow 


I2TH DISTRICT OF GEORGIA 


March 15,20J0 


Secretary Gary Locke 

United States Department of Commerce 

National Telecommunications and Information Administration 

Broadband Technologies Opportunity Program 

1401 Constitution Avenue, NW 

Washington, DC 20230 




Dear secrkary ujcke, 



It is my privilege to offer my support of the Central Savannah RiVer Area Fibemet 
Cooperative’s application for a Comprehensive Communities Infrastructure Grant under the 
Broadband Technologies Opportunity Program from the United States Department of 
Commerce. The CSRA Fibemet Coopera tive will utilize the funds to increase internet access 
to underprivileged communities. 


The CSRA Fibemet Cooperative’s application for a Comprehensive Communities 
Infrastructure Grant is a key component to increasing internet access to individuals within 
rural communities with technological and other disparities. This grant will put the 
infrastructure in place to expand access to information. 

The funding will also provide an economic stimulus to localities hard hit by the 
current economic downturn. Jobs will be created as the CSRA Fibemet Cooperative 
implements its project plans, and the increased access to the Internet will allow communities 
to have additional resources to conduct job searches. 

The Comprehensive Communities Infrastructure Grant will offer a competitive 
advantage to ^slnesVeras weTiriVifri tHelncreascd access,"6iJsme^Twn]'be ableld market ‘ 
their products or.services throughout the digital community. It is for these reasons that 1 
supported the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act and that I support the CSRA 
Fibernet Cooperative’s application for a Comprehensive Communities Infrastructure Grant. 
Please give this application all fair and due consideration. If you need additional information, 
please contact Lynthia Owens in my Augusta District Office at (706) 722-4494. 


Sincerely, 



John Barrow 


450 Mall Boulevard 92.'5 Lancy Walker Boulevard MiLLEDCEvitLscirr Hau, 

SuiteA 5oite 300 mE-HAJxcciCK Street 

Savannah, GA 31406 Augusta, GA 30901 Milledoev)lle.GA3I061 

912-354-7282 706-722-M94 478-452-4611 


Sandbhsviixb Cm- Hall 10? Oi.o airport Road 

145 w. Haynes Street SuiteA 

SANDERSViiic, GA 31082 VIDALIA, GA 3CM74 

478-553-1923 912-537-930) 
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October 7, 2009 


J7VN 19 2010 


The Honorable Gaiy Locke, Secrctaiy 
U.S. Departmeat of Commerce 
1401 Constitution Ave NW 
Washington, D.C. 20230-0002 



Dear S«c«ta,y Locke: REMARKS 

We are writing in support of the broadbaifiQfeffiBfila^ d BIP applications sub mitted 
by Conrniunications Infrastructure Group, LLO (CIG). 


CIO’s Geor^ Rural Connection will provide service to 35 of Georgia’s most 
economically challenged counties. The project’s 85 cell towers will create s^ificant 
improvement in the delivery of healthcare, public safety, local government, and 
educational services. It will provide high-speed wireless broadband access to 
schools, hospitals, local fire and police departments, local governments, and 
thousands of rural Georgians, and it can serve as a model of the success for the 
STOP and BIP programs. 


Additional^, CIG estimates that each tower it builds will create or sustain more 
than 50 jobs, and the expanded broadband access in the area will help create and 
attract professional service jobs in estate, arts and entertainment, and 

environmental services. 


CIQ is a developer of multi-provider communications infrastructure focused on 
telecommunications tower design, construction, acquisition, and management 
throughout the Southeast. It is partnering with WFI, an experienced network 
infrastructure design, deployment, maintenance, and program management service 
provider. Their combined abilities will help ensure the project’s success. 

Again, wc support these applications and urge you to look fevorably upon them 
because they will significantly benefit rural Georgians. Thank you in advance for 
yoiiT favorable consideration. 


Very truly yours, 



PANTfO ON WC^D Pifim 
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June 30, 2010 


The Honorable Lawrence E. Stiickling 

Assistant Secretary for Communications and Information 

US Department of Commerce 

1401 Constitution Avenue, NW 

HCHB, Room 1412 

Washington DC 20230 


Dear Mr. Stiickling: 

We write to offer our strong support for the $ 172 million grant application submitted by the 
Los Angeles Regional Interoperable Communications System (LA-RICS). As one of the 
largest urban areas in the nation, the use of 4* Generation broadband interoperable 
communications in the Los Angeles region would benefit 88 municipalities and more than 10 
million residents living within a 4,084 square mile jurisdiction, cover 22 airports -including 
I^s Angeles International Airport (LAX) and Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport - and the 
Port of Los Angeles, Pott of Long Beach, refineries, and chemical plants. 

Under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act, Congress provided $4.7 billion to the 
National Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTTA) for broadband 
adoption. The statute states that a purpose of the program is to “improve access to, and use 
of, broadband service by public safety agencies.” We are pleased that NTIA recently decided 
to allow FCC qualified 700MHz public safety waiver recipients to petition the Department 
for NTIA-administeted Broadband Technology Opportunities Program grants. These grants 
vrill enhance our efforts to achieve nationwide pubUc safety interoperabUity. 

The attacks of September 1 1, 2001 resulted in the deaths of 2,819 people, including 343 
firefighters and paramedics, 23 police officers and other first responders in New York City as 
well as 189 people at the Pentagon. In both cities, first responders were forced to function 
with woefully iiiadequate communications devices and networks. The 9/11 Commission 
identified the need to provide interoperable communications for first responders as a national 
priority. 

Since that time, we have made measurable progress in developing the kind of next generation 
technology that would have saved countless lives on that dark day and in more recent 
hurricane disasters - but funding is needed to bring such networks online. 

We believe LA-RICS will advance interoperable communications in Los Angeles County, 
and we urge you to give it your most serious consideration. 

Sincerely, 
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of tfje ImteSi #totEa 
aa®Ifftigtnn, 5® 20^, 

May 20.: 


The Honorable Michael Copps 
Acting Chainnan 

Federal Cornmnaications Commission 
445 12'^ Sheet. SW 
Washington, DC 20554 

Mr. James R. Newby 
Acting Administrator 

Rural Development 

U.S. Depaitmaat of Agriculture 
1400 Mependence Avenue, SW 
Washington, DC 20250 

Dear Chairman Copps, Dr. McGuire-Rivera, and Mr. Newby; 



— - — 

Dr. Bernadette McGuire-Rivera 
Associate Administrator, NHA 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
1401 Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20230 



mrm 0FFiK f>^^^ rW 


. , , 0® cTm 


COPj 


SUSPENSEWf 
REMARK S ' 
GOMI'ROlFS^' 



The American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA) ri^tfuliy recognized 
the ben^ of broadband by appropriating $7.2 billion towards the deployment and 
advancement of broadband networirs. We-ask dial youConsidettlis unique iiardsbjps 
ftced by those with no existing broadband service and consider an expedited round of 
grants' ta r^utable applicants with shOVebready projects. 

As you-kncw, the ARRA gives your respective agencies rule making, implementation, 
and oversight of the broadband stimulus programs. We recognize that. by statute you 
must consider the advancement of broadband not only to '‘unserved” areas, but also to 
“undersaved” areas as well. However, we ask that you take into account and sincerely 
consider die reality that many of our constituents have no broadband availabffity today 
due to their remote locations and sparsely populated areas, leaving them mope than just 
unserved, These citirens ate, wifliout question, se'verely in need and unable tp take 
advantage of the important societal benefits access to broadband services afford. 
Broadband service provides access to on-line education resources and research, access to 
healthcare information and on-line medical records, and enables economic development 
and job productivity opportunities. 


In addition to ensuring fliat unserved parts of our country are strongly considered to 
receive broadband stimulus funding vrith warranted priority, we also, encourage you to 
amvs swifiy to award gmits to qualijfedasiti financially Stronif appliEanls. The overall 
goal of flic. AR^ is tb stinuilSte ptif tepaoniy by creating jobs and delivering irmnediate 
broadband services benefits. Every month that passes without the infusion of ARRA 
money into our economy is another month of job loss, which, as a by-product, 
perpetuates our struggH^ economy. For these reasons, we strongly encourage and 
-t-i'ise vout rtepecrive agencies to move quickly on oceating rules that ■will allow 
• - — ..h-ated ability to deploy and sustain broadband facilities to 
' — aunnd nians that are “shovel ready.” 
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Kttp./yd*9«n«.hMt»«.gov 


Api<23,2Q10 


APR 30 M 


HonotA Umience E. ^icMng 

Asaslant Secretary for Comirunicaeons and Infomiation 

Nalkm^ Teteconmunlcatlims atrd ttiTatniathai Agency 

U. S. Department of Commere^NTIA Herbert C. Hoover 8 jjlding 

1401 Coriatllitlron Avmie, NW 

Washington, DC 20230 

Dear Secretary Strtddlng: 


fliSdURCES 


Subcommittee on NAnoHAt Parks, 
R»Sm AND Pusiic lanos 


SUSCOMMITTEE ON tNStAAA AFFAIRS, 
OCEAf*5 AKO WiLDUFE 


I am writing to support the r^ipfeaOm fora Recovery Ard- Broadband Technology Opportimlty Program (STOP), 
Round Two Qrait by fte paritrer of CoLoursTV of En^ewood, Cobtado, the Natkinat Urban Technology Center In 
ftewYorir, New York. ColjoursTV, a non-prolitteievl^brDadcasi network is cotl^ioratir^ with rnote than forty 
pubib and privrde partner organizations In New York Stats In an effort to ui^rade seventy pubib conpiter centers In 
low-Incoroe comrmmltie^ arid, to bring to scate the SeedTech Connect, a broadband ptelfomt for the deTivetancs of 
operadonal efOdetides, rasouroa sharing, academic content sr^rport, computer training, and work force devefopment 

The Nation^ Urban Technology Centre's (Urban Tech) proposal w9i make avataUe computer tralnirq to more than 
140,000 undtesenred residenls In New York state by providing computer centers with sUde-of-lhe.art hardwcme and 
software, cunfculum, Isachar training, and access to broadband appllcallons that aid in orvffoe job searches which 
will lead to meanfogfidemidoyiiient UtbanTechandSspartnetsbelievelhispro)ecltobeal%hlyreplic^,Tum- 
key* model that allows for the provtskm of protested hardware and software, effective training programs with 
cwriculum that bi^ technofogy skffls that are hi demand, addtsssas language and Btetacy barriers, ami provides 
for effiscdve adminisiratian syst^ for the effective operadon of the proposed computer centers. 

Colours TV will conduct the statewide media watsness campaign tor the program. It wW conduct this outreach to 
the targeted community through schools, churches, shopping mads and neighbarhood block patties In an effort to 
promote the use of the comprehensive computer training centers by new users. 

Please give the National Urban Technology Center's appTication tor a Recovery Act - Broadband Technology 
Opportunities Program grant your appropriate considatalion. Thank you tor your time and attention to INs matter. 


Sincerely, 



Diana DeGette 
Member of Congress 


ACTION OFFICE 
COPIES TO...,. 


xluy 


SUSPENSE mi_fxZ/AI2iiCi 
REMARKS 

C0NTR0LfOS32n__ 
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FUP!>3)e44-499fi 

htip://d«c«tts.heusa.gov 


February 2S, 2010 jjOjO 


COMMITTEE ON NATURAt 
RESOURCES 

SUBCOMMiTTK ON NATIONAL PARKS, 

Forests and Pueuc Laws 
Subcommittee on Inbulah Ateairs, 
Oceans and W«.di.ife 


ACTION OFFIC E ,, _ 
,Cp£|£ST0_22i, 

__-U 


Moiy 


Oils 


Honorable Larry Strickland 
Assistant Secretary of Commerce 

Administrator, National Telecommunications and Information Administrati 
U. S. Department of Commerce 

1401 Constitution Avenue, NW — — ,, — . 

Washington, DC 20230 ^ 

Dear Assistant Secretary StricWIng: 


CONTROL# 

1 am wrrting to support the application of th^olorado State librar^or a second round American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARFwfBroadband Technology Opportunity Program Public 
Computing Center grant Iffunded, the State of Colorado will create or enhance seventy-eight public 
computer centers in Colorado, including seven in the First Congressional District, in low-income, diverse 
and underserved areas. Including the state's Native American tribes. With this funding, nearly $4 million 
will be used to expand computing capacity In libraries, schoolsand community centers through a series 
of fixed and mobile computer labs. 


The project will use community outreach, library staff training, and development of state-wide, local and 
other partnerships to meet community needs. Current partners include, but are not limited to: The Bill 
and Melinda Gates Foundation, the Denver Public Library and more than seventy other libraries 
throughout the state, the Mountain Ute and Southern Ute Tribal Museum and tribes. College in 
Colorado, and, the Colorado Community College system. 

Tlie grant proposal focuses on four areas of need of Interest to the citizens of Colorado: 1) increasing 
minority and rural access to education; 2) increasing education levels; 3) Increasing Income levels; and, 

4) providing computing center access to disabled persons. This project. In addition to providing access to 
core programs, will provide sessions for higli school students on college admissions, online college 
courses and financial aid resources. As a pilot State for computer-based testing for the Genera! 
Education Degree (GED), it yviil increase public access that will enhance the goals of the project to 
improve educational services and computer skills training to those who do not have college degrees. 

Each of the upgraded libraries will have jobs database access, in partnership with state and local 
agencies that provide workforce development programs levering computers. ADA-compHant 
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workstations will be provided and library staff will be trained to engage and serve disabled and elderiy 
citizens. 

Please give the Colorado State Library's collaborative application for a Broadband Technology 
Opportunity Program Public Computing Center Grant application you appropriate consideration. Thank 
you for your time and attention to this matter. 


Sincerely, 

Diana DeGette 
Member of Congress 



191 


OCKij n»— 

FAX t303}S44'4996 

August 31, 2009 

The Honorable Lawrence E. Strlckling 
Assistant Secretary for Communications and Information 
National Telecommunications and Information Agency 
U. S. Department of Gommerce/NTIA Herbert C. Hoover Building 
1401 Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20230 

Dear Secretary Strlckling: 

! am writing to support the application fora Recovery Act -Broadband Technology Opportunity Program 
{STOP} Grant by the partner of the National Civic League of Colorado, ZeroDIvIde. The National Civic 
League is "America's original advocate for community democracy." Headquartered In Denver, Colorado, 
for more than twenty years, the National Civic League is a non-profit, non-partisan membership 
organization whose mission is "to strengthen democracy by increasing the capacity of our nation's 
people to fuiiy participate in and build health and prosperous communities across America " 

With the award of a STOP Grant, ZeroOivide and the National Civic League seek to provide for the 
increase in demand for broadband services within vulnerable communities throughout the country. 
Without the provision of such services, large numbers of residents will remain on the wrong side of the 
digital divide, ultimately contributing to lower economic opportunities and disenfranchisement from the 
political process. 

With the support of this grant, ZeroDivIde and the National Civic League will be able to provide critical 
technology training, digital media production, and civic engagement models and incentives for the most 
disadvantaged citizens. They hope to create a new generation of innovators, build an educated and 
skilled workforce, and spur increased access and adoption of broadband technology to unrierserved 
rural. Inner city, low-income families and youth and people with disabilities. 

Please give ZeroDivIde and the National Civic League of Colorado’s application for a Recovery Act - 
Broadband Technology Opportunities Program Grant you appropriate consideration. Thank you for your 
time and attention to this matter. 


COMMOTEE ON NATURAL 
RESOURCES 

SUBCOMMrTTEE ON NATfONAt. PaMXS, 
Forests ano Plial'C Lands 
S ueCOMWTTEg (W iNSULAH AFFAIRS. 

Oceans and W^ldufe 


StiSFENSi-; OATF. 


Diana DeGette 
Member of Congress 
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IVliUVU iUAU 


The Honorable Larry Stiickling 
Assistant Secretary of Commerce 
Administrator 

National Telecommunications and Information Administration 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
1401 Constitution Ave. NW 
Washington, D.C. 20230 



Re; National Telecommunications Information Administration (NTIA) 
Broadband Technology Opportunities Program 
OMB Control Number 0660-0031 

Comprehensive Community Infrastructure Grant Application - March 26, 2010 
Colorado Community Anchors Broadband Consortium 


Dear Assistant Secretary Strickling: 

We urge you to favorably consider the Colorado Community Anchors Broadband Consortium 
(CCABC) application submitted by CBOCES/EAGLE-Net for broadband infrastructure funding 
from Round Two of the Broadband Technology Opportunity Program (BTOP) witb the National 
Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTIA). The EAGLE-Net is a consortium 
of public and private members, mcluding community colleges, healthcare providers, higher 
education institutions, K-12 schools, libraries, mimicipalities, public safety providers, and other 
Community Anchor Institutions (CAI). These entities have been brought together via a 
public/private collaboration of the Centennial Board of Cooperative Educational Services 
(CBOCES) under the EAGLE-Net Gateway, a non-profit Colorado educational services 
corporation, located in Longmont, Colorado, under its Educational Access Gateway Learning 
Environment Network (EAGLE-Net). With these funds, EAGLE-Net plans to improve high- 
speed broadband services to 216 Colorado communities through the Middle Mile network. 

As representatives of Colorado’s congressional delegation, we are well aware of the inconsistent 
and in some cases, completely non-existent high speed broadband services for some of our most 
vulnerable communities. EAGLE-Net’s proposal will address this need among the communities 
where market forces have failed to attract affordable broadband infrastracture and investment. 
EAGLE-Net will serve as the non-profit network to Community Anchor Institutions throughout 
the state, mcluding 178 K-12 school districts serving over 2,000 schools & 800,000 students, 16 
conununity colleges, 26 libraries, 12 BOCES, two institutions of higher education, public safety 
and health care providers, as well as city and county governments. EAGLE-Net will also 
provide the opportunity to expand service to as many as 3,000 to 4,000 additional Community 
Anchor locations. Wholesale services offered through EAGLE-Net are expected to stimulate the 
offering of affordable broadband access for more than 1.2 million households and more than 
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By focusing on a non-profit model and by bringing in the experience of the private sector, this 
proposal has the potential of truly bridging the middle mile of the digital divide which impacts 
many of our most vulnerable communities. We ask that you give EAGLE Net’s application 
every appropriate consideration consistent with all applicable laws and regulations. Thank you 
for your consideration. 


, Sincerely, 

Mark Udall 
U>S. Senate 


Diana DeGette 
Member of Congress 



Michael Bennet 
U.S. Senate 



Member of Congress 
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mY-20-2009 22; 19 REP FRED LPTCIN 


P.02 


ESEBJUPION 

6tM DiSTH'CT, 

CflWMtTIEe CPMWfiPgS 

iimssm/sa££&- 

CNEnCV ANO gNVIflONMEST 

cor::r:rr;v, congress of tfje rnmtcb states 

ANDTHg iMTSRNET 

^ouit at ^epc£3entatii)e& 



myiuzm 


JaiTipS R. Newby 

Aofing AdministratoT, Rural UtiUttes Service 
1400 Independenee Ave SW 
StPP 1510 

Washington, .Dq 20m0747 


DCQPPipe: 

G 2tB3 fUvaUBN House OCBICB 0UILD>N« 
WASHl^aTON. DC 20515-2206 
f202) 225-2761 
Fax: (2021225-4506 


o 


D 


157 Soimi K.Ai.AMA20o Mali. 
Suite 180 

Kai-aMA 700. Ml 49007 
(369) 385^0039 
Fax: (269) 385-2688 


SCO CSnTOC, SL'iTf 106 
SOOSH'P STHerr 
St, UOSE'^. Mi 49085 
(269) SS2-ia&6 
F*x: S8J-OJ37 


www-hc) LiA4.gov/upton 
E-Mail: tcllup5on<^ rT\»ll. hoiiss.gov 


Deal jafnps; 


As we approach the apph'cafion period for rural broadband funds made availab/a by the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act, I would like to point out what I believe to be a model pnigram, Bloomingdale 
Communications has presented me with a broadband plan for Van Buren County, MI that would address lack of 
broadband Internet access in rural areas and lack of conuectivity between school districts. Their model directly 
touches on the two central criteria of both the NTIA and RtJS grant programs, to increase broadband access in 
unserved aitd underserved areas, find enhance service for botli healthcare and educational facilities in the region. 

A fiber optic ring would serve and connect the entire Van Buren County school system, including 
Bloomingdale, Bangor, Gobles, Paw Paw, Uwton, Decanrr, Lawrence, Hartford, Covert, South Haven, 
Matlawau and Van Buren ISD. Just a few of the educational benefits of the ring would be distance learning, 
software sharing, staff resource sharing, and connection to other school districts. This project would also benefit 
area libraries, hospitals, clinics, community service centers, and public safety orgairizatrons. 

Tlie fiber ring would also ftcilitate the connection of unserved and undprserved areas by providing broadband 
litiernet to rural subscribers who are cuirently unserved by a hig^i-speed connection. The fiber optic ring In Van 
Buren County would provide connection speeds of up to 70,000kps. These broadband speeds would be available 
to residents, telecommuters, home-based businesses, and brick and mortar businesses. Under the Bloomingdale 
plan, a potential 2,834 dial-up customers could be using high-speed Internet by 201 1 . 

Additionally, tins broadband connection will create at letet 60 new Jobs during tl>e first year of construction, 40 
jobs the second year and no less than 9 permanent jobs, ft will also positively affect as many as 425 
telecommuters and home-based businesses. 

The model Bloomingdale Communications has presented represent* an efficient, effective use of funds and 
would indeed be an excellent model for the State of Michigan as a wliole. I ask you to consider Bloomingdale 
Communications’ proposal for the fiber-optic ring in Van Buren County, It would bring broadband Inlernel to 
many residents and businesses without current access, as well as offering tremendous benefits to our schools, 
hospitals, and conimunily. 


Sincerely, 



TOTAL P.02 
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FRED UPTON 

6tm OiSTfltCT, Michigan 

cgMM>rr « ON ENEs ar anp cmjmehce 
SJJSStlMflllTTJES: 



ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT 
Ranking RfP’jbucan Member 
COMMUNtCATiONS. TECHNOLOGY, 
AND THE INTERNET 


CoiigrESs; of tfje ©iriteb States: 

^^ciuSe of ISlepteSentatibcS 


D.Q-QFEiC£: 

Q 2183 Raysurn House Office Ouiloing 
VVashington, DC 20515-2206 
(202) 225-3761 
Fax; {202) 225-4986 


n 


157 South Kalama?oo Mali 
Suite 180 

Kalamazoo, Ml 49007 
(269) 335-0039 
Fax: {2691385-2889 


December 23, 2009 ^ 

1 1^^301^ 


800 CeNTRc, Suite 106 
800 Ship Street 
St. Joseph, MUM85 
(269) 982-1986 
Fax: f269) 982-0237 


Mr, Jonathan Adelstein, Administrator 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Rural Utility Service 
Mai! Stop 1510, Room 5135-S 
1400 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20250-0001 


I 


wwY/.hDuse.gov/upton 
£-Ma'l: tellupton@mail, house. gov 


Dear Mr. Adelstein: 


As a member of the U.S. House of Representatives and Senior Member of the House 
Subcommittee on Communications, Technology and the Internet serving the 6*'’ District of 
Michigan, please accept this letter of support for Midwest Energy Cooperative’s 
application for funding under the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act’s NTIA/BTOP 
program. It is my hope that you will give MWE’s request your full consideration. 

MWE’s application proposes to bring next-generation, wireless broadband services to 
unserved and underserved homes and businesses in Southeast and Southwest Michigan. Using 
WiMAX (Worldwide Interoperability for Microwave Access) technology, MWE expects to 
deliver affordable, reliable broadband service within 1 2 months of funding. MWE proposes to 
deploy a last mile broadband access solution, based on WiMAX infrastructure, in licensed 
spectrum. WiMAX, as a fourth generation technology, delivers a true “always on” broadband 
experience to users on a fixed, portable or fully mobile basis. MWE specifically selected 
WiMAX technology as it can be quickly deployed to reliably deliver broadband service (2+ 
Mbps) at a fraction of the cost of alternative access solutions such as DSL, fiber or cable. In 
short, this WiMAX solution will provide broadband service to the greatest number of 
households, over the largest possible area, at the lowest possible cost. 

MWE's proposed funded Southwest Service Area includes portions of Allegan, Berrien, 
Cass, St. Joseph, Kalamazoo and Van Buren Counties in my Michigan Congressional District, as 
well as St, Joseph, Elkhart and LaGrange counties in adjacent northern Indiana. The Southeast 
Service Area includes portions of Hillsdale, Lenawee, Monroe and Washtenaw counties in 
Michigan, as well as Lucas, Williams and Fulton Counties in northern Ohio. The total number of 
households in both areas is estimated to be approximately 120,406 based on detailed mapping 
performed at the census block-level. The USDA on-line mapping tool, which is less precise, 
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,r. Jonathan Adelstein 
Page 2 

indicates a total population of 403,21 1 with 168,485 households. Regardless, MWE will serve 
all households in the proposed funded service areas. As you know, Michigan and northem 
Indiana hav been experiencing an economic crisis of greater length and severity than any other 
part of the United States. All-encompassing and affordable broadband connectivity will go a long 
way toward returning our region to the long-term growth and productivity for which it is known. 

Again, it is my hope that you will give Midwest Energy Cooperative’s application all due 
consideration. Should you have any questions or require additional information, please do not 
hesitate to call Mr. Ed Sackley in my Kalamazoo District Office, (269) 385-0039. Until then, I 
remain 


Very truly yours. 



Tember of Congress 


FSUtes 

cc; David J. Villano, Assistant Administrator 
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MIKE ROSS 

FOURTH District of Arkansas 


VWnriHiMcrroiii 

2436 Ravbuhn House Off ce Building 
Washington, DC 20515 
1-80&'223-2320 
(202) 225-3772 
{202)225-1314Fax 

htip://ross.houSR.Qov 

mike.foss@mflM.housG.gov 



Congrcgg of tfje fHmteti ^tate5 

^oust of Eepre^cntatibel 

May 12,2010 


The Honorable Jonathan Adelstein, Administrator 

Rural Utilities Service 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

1400 Independence Avenue, S.W. Room 5135-S 

Washington, DC 20250-0747 



House CoMMimE on 
Energy and Commerce 

Subcommittees: 

Health 

Energy and Environment 
Oversight ano Investigations 

House CoMMirree on 
FOREK3N Affairs 

North Atlantic Treaty 
ORGAN tZATTON (NATO) 
Parliamentary Assembly 


Dear Administrator Adelstein: 


As you may know, Windstream Communications, headquartered in Arkansas, has applied for 
Recovery Act funding that would result in significant broadband improvements in my Congressional 
District. As such, the success of Windslream’s Broadband Initiatives Program (DIP) application is of 
particular interest to me. 


In Arkansas, Windstream has proposed $9.7 million in broadband investments, including projects 
in Grant, Clark, Union, and Ashley counties in the Fourth Congressional District. This would provide an 
important economic boost for rural Arkansas, not merely from the creation of 122 jobs, but also from the 
productivity and educational gains associated with better Internet connections. (See “Broadband Intemet*s 
value for rural America,” published last August by the Agriculture Department.) Windstream’s 
investment would accomplish two goals: connect those who are unserved by broadband today, and 
double speeds for homes, businesses, and critical institutions that already have broadband. The projects 
potentially would benefit 4,900 homes, 340 businesses, and 33 critical facilities in Arkansas. 


I am also concerned that all grant recipients may be required to sign an identical, standardized 
Grant & Security Agreement. Windstream has examined a 31-page document provided by RUS and 
believes it would preclude a publicly traded company such as itself from accepting a grant. I urge RUS to 
be practical and flexible in this area. I assure you that Congress, in passing the Recovery Act, did not 
intend to lock out certain types of companies from delivering better broadband in rural America. 


Thank you for your consideration of Windstream’s application. If 1 can be of further assistance, 
please do not hesitate to contact me. 
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MIKE ROSS 

Fourth District of Arkansas 


■ WASHmCTON 

’436 Ravbubn House Office Building 
Washinotdn. DC 2051S 
1-800-223-2220 
(202) 225-3772 
(202) 225-1314 Fax 


h!tD://ross.htHjae. 9 av 
milfe.ross^rna^l. house. gov 



CongTEfiS ot tbe ©niteb States 

^oust ot i&epre£ientatibeg 


July 19,2010 


The Honorable Jonathan Adelstein 

Administrator 

Rural Utilities Service 

United States Department of Agriculture 

1400 Independence Avenue, S.W. 

Washington, DC 20250 


House CoMMfmE on 
ENERO r AND Commerce 

SuacoMMtTTEEs: 

Health 

Enebov and Environment 
OVCRSIGHT AND INVESTIGATIONS 

House Committee on 
F oREKiN Affairs 

NoitTN ATiAntnc Treaty 



Dear Mr. Adelstein, 


I am writing in support of the National Rural Telecommunications and its attempt to 
secure funding through the Rural Utilities Service under the Broadband Inidative Program. 


Inatime when technology is the communication basis of the business, school and family 
sector, broadband is essential for undeserved, niral communities, The investment to bring high 
speed internet access to small areas will help stimulate economic development by saving and 
creating jobs such as installers and customer service rq^resentatives, while giving entrepreneurs a 
new global c^ortunity. In addition, it has the potential to attract investment and new business to 
the area ^ile maintaining viability. Bringing broadband service to niraJ Arkansas can CHily 
become a reality with assistance through the Rural Utilities Service. 

While I know funding is limited, I fully support this request for funding. 


I am hopeful that you will give the National Rural Telecommunications your full 
consideration when reviewing its application. Please do not hesitate to contact Jeff Weaver, my 
District Director, at (50 1 ) 520-5 892 witiyany questions you have regarding this matter. 



Mike Ross 


cc: Mark Cayce, 

Ouachita Electric Coop Corp. 
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ED WHITFIELD 
1st DisTwcr, Kentvckt 


WASHINGTON OfFKE: 

2411 Ratburn House Office Buhjunc 
Wasminoton, DC 20515-1701 
(202)225-3115 
FAX: (2021 225-3547 

wvAv.house.govMMlfield 


CongTe£(£( of ti)e SBniteb ^tatesf 
$oiule of ikepresentatibcft 
2SSasl)ington; SC 20515-1701 , 


COMMiTTEE ON 
ENERGY ANO COMMERCE 
suecoMMrmES: 
ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT 
HEALTH 

COMMERCE. TFIADE. AND 
CONSUMER PROTECTION 


Apnl 6, 2010 


The Honorable Tom Vilsack 
Secretary of Agriculture 
United States Department of Agriculture 
1400 independence Ave., S.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20250 

Dear Secretary Vilsack: 

Please accept this lener as my support for the Public Computer Centers and Sustainable Broadband 
Adoption grant applications submitted by Elauwit Community Enhancement Foundation-KY, LLC (ECFC-KY). 
ECFC-KY’s goal is to provide iow-to-moderate incomeltamilies and underserved populations with access to iow- 
cost, ultra-high speed broadband and data services. Ultimately, Oiey hope to achieve success in closing the 
broadband gap while creating sustainable jobs in the technology sector. 

If granted this funding, the ECFC’s proposal wiould result in the equivalent of S1,80S,0S2 of direct 
investment into the citizens of the First Congressional Disff^ict of Kentucky, specifically through the Providence 
Public Housing Authority. Tliis funding would allow for the establishment of computer work stations spanning 
various communities and housing units, thereby benefitting such underserved residents. In addition, the proposed 
program is pre-engineered to commence within one week if the funds are provided. 

The establishment of computer labs would create on-going job/computer skilis/educationa! training 
programs and homework centers and provide wireless n^work usage capability for local law enforcement and health 
service providers. This project would be streamlined whh a less burdensome federal agency audtting process and 
would ensure grassroots success with high-level efficiency. One of the best foreseeable outcomes is that it will 
create 20 jobs in the First Congressional District of Kentucky through the hiring of local contractors for 
construction, residents for servicing the established computer labs, and local specialists for designing the system 
requirements. 

1 am hopeful that you will be able to give die ^FC-KY’s application your full consideration for funding. 

If I may be of assistance to you in this process, please (to not hesitate to contact my District Director, Michael Pape, 
at 270*885*8079 or at 1403 South Main Street, Ho^insville, KY 42240. Thank you for your time in reading this 
letter of support. . 


Sincerely, 

Ed Whitfield 
Member of Congress 


EW:ch 


First Floor 

1403 South Main Street 
HoFKInsviuE.KY 42240 
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ED WHITFIELD 

1st DiSTBICT, Kentuckv 


WA&HINOTOU OPFCE: 

2411 RfiYBunK House Office Buii-oiNO 
WaShwqtcn, DC 20516-1701 
(202! 225-3115 
FAX: (2025 225-35A7 

yiww.house.gov/whltfiBliJ 


Congresis ot ttie BSmteti States! 

of H&EptcsentatilJES 

?Si[a£rt)ingtfln, SC 20315-1701 


COMMITTEE ON 
ENERGY AND CO MMERCE 
SUBCOMMITTEES; 
ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT 
HEALTH 

COMMERCE, TRADE, AND 
CONSUMER PROTECTION 


September 14, 2009 


Mr. David J. Villano 

Assistant Administrator, Telecommunica^ons Program 
Broadband Initiatives Program 
U,S. Department of Agriculture, Rural Utilities Service 
1400 Independence Avenue, SW, Slop 1599 
Washington, D,C. 20250 

Dear Mr. Villano: 

I am writing to extend my full support to the Paducah Power Systems in Paducah, KY 
and their application for funding number BIP CFDA 10.787 under the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009. The Paducah Power Systems’ application includes a 
proposal for the installation of an open access fiber feed broadband wireless network. Such a 
network would connect local hospitals, school systems, health care providers, emergency 
services, libraries, and local government agencies in underaerved areas to served areas for the 
enhancement of collaboration and the provision of enhanced broadband access in multiple 
counties. 

If granted the funding, the Paducah Power Systems would use 2.88 million dollars in 
ARRA funding and $750 thousand from the Paducah Power Systems. Funding this project 
would albw the Paducah Power Systems to provide open access at no charge for the utilization 
of dark fiber to government-owned or public entities. It would also allow broadband access to 
children participating in the free or reduced lunch programs at a 30 percent discount. 

I am hopeful that the Paducah Power Systems’ application will be given full 
consideration for funding. If I may assist you in any way, please do not hesitate to contact my 
District Director, Michael Pape, at 270-885-8079 or at 1403 South Main Street, Hopkinsville, 
KY 42240. Thank you for taking lime to read this letter of support. 


Sincerely, 



Ed Whitfield 
Member of Congress 


EWrch 

- , wsmicT oFFices : 

^ Surre F Suite 224 Room 104 
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gD WHITFIELD 

1ST District. Kemtuckv 


WASr«NQTON OFFICE: 

2411 Rayburn House Office Guicoing 
Washinqton, DC 20S1S-1701 
j202}2S-3115 
FAX: C202) 22S-3S47 

www.hcwse.gov^vhitfiekj 


Congre£i£i o( tt)e iBniteb S>tate£i 

l^ouse of Eepresentatibes 

3ISBa£(l)mgton, 33C 20515-1701 


COMMITTEE ON 
ENERGY AND COMMERCE 
SUBCOkeAlTTEES: 
ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT 
HEALTH 

COMMERCE. TRADE, AND 
CONSUMER PflOTECTiON 


September 24, 2009 


The Honorable Tom Vllsack 
Secrctaiy of Agriculture 
United States Department of Agriculture 
1400 Independence Ave., S.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20250 

Dear Secretary Viisack: 

Please accept this letter as my support for the ^nt application submitted by Elauwit Community 
Enhancement Foundation LLC (ECFC) under the United States Department of Agriculture’s Broadband 
Technology Opportunities Program. ECFC is a non-profit foundation partnered with local public housing 
authorities serving seven states in the Southeast. Their goal is to provide low-to-moderate income 
families and individuals in their member cities with access to low-cost, ultra-high speed broadband and 
data services. Ultimately, diey hope to achieve success in closing the broadband gap while creating 
sustainablejobs in the technology sector. 

If granted this funding, the ECFC’s proposal would include the implementation of infrastructure, 
computer centers, and on-going educational components. Ofrmng this type of integrated approach to 
broadband access would greatly assist in closing the broadband gap in underserved populations in seven 
states, and it would allow for the creation of jobs that cc^respond to such work. ECFC’s project in 
Kentucky would provide $390, S85 for the Housing Authority of Providence to invest in construction 
activities, computer centers and stations, training, and access to laptop technology. In addition, the 
project would allow for the creation of at least five to seven new jobs in year one and two jobs in the 
years thereafter. 

I am hopeful that you will be able to give the Elauwit Community Enhancement Foundation’s 
application your frill consideration for funding. If 1 may be of assistance to you in this process, please do 
not hesitate to contact my District Director, Michael Pape, at 270-885-8079 or at 1403 South Main Street, 
Hopkinsville, KY 42240. Thank you for your time in reading this letter of support. 


Sincerely, 

Ed Whitfield 
Member of Congress 


EWxh 


nwraiTYrtreirte. . 
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ED WHfTFlELD 

1si DlSTSICT, Kentuckv 


WASHINQTON aFTKI; 

241 1 RAvauHN House Offjce Buhoing 
Washikston, DC 205)5-1701 
£ (202)225-311$ 

j FAX; (202) 226-^647 


t 7 ijU ^ 1 

Congress of tfje Mniteli States 

$otme of Ifepreoentatibesf 

Maaljinffton, 30C 20515-1701 


COMMITTEE ON 
ENERGY AND COMMERCE 

SUeCOMMITTEES: 

ENERGY AND ENViRONMENT 
HEAL IK 

COMMERCE. TRADE, AND 
CONSUMER PROTECTION 


March 23, 20!0 


Mr. Jonathan Adelstein, Administrator 

Rural Utilities Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture 

1400 Independence Avenue, SW 

Stop 1510, Room 5135 

Washington, D.C. 20250 

Dear Mr. Adelstein: 



I am writing to give my full support to Norli^t, Inc. and their application for ARRA Funds from the BiP 
Program. Norlight proposes to bring high speed tetecommuniciUions infrastructure to many unserved and 
underserved communities and residents in my Congressional District. 

High speed telecommunications infrastructure in rural counties offers a future for economic growth and 
recovery, and without this infrastructure, these communities will only decline in population and economic 
prosperity, i am pleased that this company is seeking the BJP Program funds for expanded and enhanced 
telecommunications services and ask for your full consideration. Your agency has a long and proud history of 
serving rural residents across this country and my constituents have been the recipients of many successful RU5 
loans. It is my hope that this project will be another success story for RUS in Kentucky. 

Norlight is a proven provider with more than 3,000 current subscribers and has created an application that 
not only invests the company’s own resource furrds but has the confidence of local elected officials evidenced with 
an additional $1.3 mittion dollar investment. Truly, this is a public/private pamnefship with great prospects for future 
growth and expansion. An outstanding quality of this project isNorlight’s commitment to give back to the local 
communities a percentage of the income earned for the development of a Broadband Adoption Project to encourage 
and train for increased usage of this valuable economic tool. 

I am hopeful chat you will give this application your full consideration for funding. Thank you for your 
time and assistance in this matter. If I may be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact Sandy Simpson 
In my Tompklnsville Office at 270-487-9509. 


Sincerely, 

Bd Whitfield 
Member of Congress 
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BILL CASSIDY. M.D. 

6Th OISTftCr. LOUISIANA 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE 
SUeCOMMiTTEE OK CONSERVATIOli. 
CSEWT, ENERGY. ANt> RESEARCH 
SUSCOMM/TTIf CNflWJAL CCVElOAiWNT. 
aiOTtCHNOlOGY, SPECIALTY CROPS. AND 
FOREIGN AGRICULTURE 

COMMITTEE ON 
EDUCATION AND LABOR 
SUBCOMMTTTFE ON EARLY CHHONOOO. 
ELEMENTARY ANOSECONQARY EDUCATION 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HIGHER FOUCATTON, 
UFEIONG LEARNING. AND COMPETITIVENESS 

COMMITTEE ON NATUKAL RESOURCES 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INSULAfl AFFAIRS. 
OCEANS ANOWUXIFE 



Congress of the lanited States 

tlouBE of 'RtpnsmtatiDts 
UDashington, ©£ joti5 


WASHINGTON OFFICE: 


WC CANNON HOUSE OFRCE 8UIIOING 
WASHINGTON, DC JOSH 
PHONE; !2GT1 225-5901 
FAX (2071 22S-J3T3 


DISTRICT OFFICE; 


S555 HILTON AVENUE. SUITE TM 
BATON ROUGE. LA 70808 
PHONE; <72StM»-77n 
FAX; (2251 923-7688 


httprfcassicfv.fiouse.aov 


March 26, 2010 


U. S. Department of Agriculture 

Rural Utilities Services 

Broadband Initiatives Program 

1400 independence Avenue SW - Stop 1599 

Washington, DC 20250 


Re: Broadband IP (Internet Provider) 
Funding Source: U. S. Department of 
Agriculture Rural Utilities Services 
Funding Request: Approximately $16M 
Grant ID Number: 4883 


Dear USDA/Rural Utilities Services: 

I am writing on behalf of the Broadband IP proposal entitled, Louisiana Delta Wireless 
Broadband Initiative (LDWBI); submitted in Round II of the USDA’s Broadband 
Initiatives Program (BIP). 

The Delta Region - of which the Sixth Congressional District is represented by East 
Feliciana, West Feliciana, and Pointe Coupee Parishes - serves to benefit significantly 
from internet broadband services. The residents in these respective communities are 
particularly underserved and such services are non-existent at this time. There is very 
little industrial growth and development, presumably inhibited in part by the lack of this 
critical component to access. Not only are existing businesses negatively impacted, but 
the region’s educators and medical establishments lack viable internet accommodations, 
as well. 

I fully support the efforts of Broadbaud IP as they seek external funding to support a 
program designed to provide internet services to thousands of residents and businesses in 
the delta parishes in Louisiana. Any progranK that can facilitate such services to those 
vsho would otherwise be without would be an overwhelming benefit to the communities 
of the region. 

I would appreciate the VSDA/Rural Utilities Services giving every appropriate 
consideration, to the LDWBl proposal for Broadband Initiatives Program (BIP) grant 
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BiLL CASSIDY, M.D. 

6-m rMSTF!ICT,I.OUISlAM 
cowMrmE ON agriculture 
suBCOMMiTrce on conschvation, 

CBEDrr.tNERCY.ANDBESEAflCH 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON RURAL OtVf.LOPMENT, 
BfOTECM^«LOQV. SPECIALTY CROPS. ANO 
FOREia'N AGRICULTURE 

COMMITTEE ON 
EDUCATiON AND LABOR 
SOSCONMlTTEE ON EARLY CHS.OMOOD. 
ELEMENTARY AND SECONHARYECpUCaTION 
SUBCOMMITTEE ON HIGHER EDUCATION, 
liFElONG lEARIWNG, AND COMPETITIVENESS 



Congress of the lanited States 

flousc ofReprcBtntatiDEB 


CGMMITTEe ON NATURAL RESOURCES 
SUaCOMMITTEE ON INSULAR AFFAIRS, 
OCEANS ANDWllDLIFE 


Washington, B£ 20515 


WASHINGTON Office; 


106 CANNON MOUSr OFFICE RUIIUING 
WASHINGTON, DC 30555 
PHONE I202!33S-3W5 
FAX; IJ03> 33S-«'3 


DIS JHICT ORRCE: 


5565 HILTON AVENU6, SUITE 500 
BATON ROUGE. LA J0808 
PHONE; iJ25) SiS-TJU 
FAX' (2351 935-76S8 


NnpiiVcasShjy.hoose.gov 


April 7, 2010 


Mr. David Villano 

Assistant Administrator 

U. S. Department of Agriculture 

Rural Utilities Service 

1 400 Independence Ave, SW 

Room 5 1 5 1 -S 

Washington, DC 20230 

RE: Rural Community Broadcasting Service - 501(C) 3 
Funding Source: Department of Agriculture - Rural Utility 
Services Program (BIP) ID-4450 
Funding Amount: $14,954,000 

Dear Mr. Villano; 

Please consider this letter of support for funding of the Rural Community Broadcasting 
Service (RCBS); representing a Tri*parish Collaboration of East Feliciana, West 
Feliciana, and Pointe Coupee Parishes. It is their intent to obtain broadband funding 
through the Department of Apiculture (BIP) for loan and grant access to facilitate 
broadband deployment in remote, unserved rural areas. It is estimated that a minimum of 
162 permanent jobs would be secured in these parishes, if this BIP grant is awarded. 

The RCBS’s mission is to provide and support broadband technology advancement in the 
rural tri-parish areas: East and West Felicianas, and Pointe Coupee in Central Louisiana. 
For the BIP project, RCBS has formed a local Louisiana team under the direction of 
Rural Broadcasting Service and the oversight of RCBS Staff will complete and sustain 
the completed project. Under RCBS as prime management contractor, their partners - 
Cableworks, and Southern University, along with the executed Tri-Parish Cooperative 
Agreement - provide all the support required for success of the BIP project. The Board of 
Directors of RCBS has contracted with BDepew Enterprises LLC, dba Rural 
Broadcasting Service (RBS), a Louisiana broadband production provider for the tri-parish 
areas, as its prime management contractor for daily operations. Under contract, BDepew 
Enterprises LLC reports directly to the RCBS Chairman of the Board. The RCBS seeks 
is to provide local public service digital television programming through RBS leased 
cable channels in the tri-parish area. 
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JiM MATHESON 
2no Distwct. Utah 


Consre£()$ of tlje fBnitett States! 

^oufie of iReptegentatibcEi 

Wastiinston, SC 20515-4402 


ENERGY AND COMMERCE 
COMMITTEE 

SOBCOMMimSS; 

Ensogy and AjB QuAtlTY 
CCMMEFic€, TnAoe. and 
Consumer Protection 


SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
COMMITTEE 


May 27, 2010 


Mr. Jonathan Adelstein 

Administrator 

Rural Utilities Service 

United States Department of Agriculture 

1400 Independence Ave., SW 

Washington, DC 20250-0747 



Dear Administrator Adelstein: 

As the Rural Utilities Service (RUS) reviews applications for the second round of the 
Broadband Initiative Program (BIP), I am contacting you in support of the application 
submitted by Qwest for the purpose of securing funds to deploy and upgrade high-speed 
broadband service throughout Utah, 

This grant would benefit the people living in rural communities across the country, 
including many in Utah, who are in areas considered “unserved.” These areas eiflier do 
not have high-speed access to the Internet or it is available only at speeds that are 
insufficient for the bandwidth-intensive applications essential for delivering programs 
such as telemedicine, distance learning, public safety and economic development that 
will create and maintain jobs and improve the lives of my constituents. 

The RUS grants encourage broadband development by off-setting the high cost of 
deploying broadband to communities that remain unsaved because they are located in 
expansive, geographically diverse and sparsely populated regions that are difficult to 
reach. 

As you make your decisions, I would ask that you give due consideration to the Qwest 
application, 


Sincyely, 





1 MATHESON 
Member of Congress 


WASKlNQTftNCF^.t - 

1323 LONOWORTH House Office Builoinc 
Washinoton. DC 20S1&.4402 
Phone; 1202) 225-3011 
Fax; <202) 22575638 


SaI-TLAREPFFICC : 

340 East Monms Avenue 12490 South) #235 
South Salt Lake. LFT oailS 
Phone; (SOD 460-1296 
Fax: (001)465-141? 


south™ UTAH DFFCf: 

321 Hontm’Mau Drive Ktsie , 
Saint Qeorse, UT B 4790 
Phoni: ( 435) C27-0880 
Fax; ( 4361627-1473 


EASTERN UTAH OFfiCE - 

120 East Main Street 
Price, UT 64501 
Phone: (435) 636-3722 
Fax; (435) 613-1834 


rhwteb on wemEaPAPEn 
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Congress of fife Mnitcii states 

Wastfington, 20S15 


October 7, 2009 


The Honorable Thomas J. Vilsack 
United States Department of Agriculture 
Office of the Secretary 
1400 Independence Ave SW 
Washington, D.C. 20250-0002 

Dear Secretary Vilsack: 

We are writing in support of the broadband BTOP and BIP applications submitted 
by Communications Infrastructure Group, LLC (CIG). 

CIG’s Georgia Rural Connection will provide service to 35 of Georgia’s most 
economically challenged counties. The project’s 85 cell towers will create significant 
improvement in the delivery of healthcare, public safety, local government, and 
educational services. It will provide high-speed wireless broadband access to 
schools, hospitals, local fire and police departments, local governments, and 
thousands of rural Georgians, and it can serve as a model of the success for the 
BTOP and BIP programs. 

Additionally, CIG estimates that each tower it builds will create or sustain more 
than 50 Jobs, and the expanded broadband access in the area will help create and 
attract professional service jobs in real estate, arts and entertainment, and 
environmental services. 

CIG is a developer of multi-provider communications infrastructure focused on 
telecommunications tower design, construction, acquisition, and management 
throughout the Southeast. It is partnering with WFI, an experienced network 
infrastructure design, deployment, maintenance, and program management service 
provider. Their combined abilities will help ensure the project’s success. 

Again, we support these applications and urge you to look favorably upon them 
because they will significantly benefit rural Georgians. Thank you in advance for 
your favorable consideration. 


Very truly yours. 



'Ml 



.ep. Jim Marhsall 



PRINTED ON RECYCl-EO PAPER 



209 


JOHN M. SHiMKUS 

19th OiSTHiCT. Illinois 



2452 Rayburn House Orsict Building 
Washington, DC 20515 
(202) 235-6271 


ENERGY AND COMMERCE 
COMMITTEE 

Sl;SCOMMITTEE$. 

ENERGVANDFNVtRONMervT 


COMMUNtCATfONS. 

telecommunications, and 

THE INTERNET 


^ i 74/ 

Consressf of ffje ®niteii states; 

^ouBE o( KeprefiEntatitiEfi 

OTasljinBton, BC 20515-1319 


March 30, 2010 


Mr. Jonathan S. Adelstein, Administrator 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Broadband Initiatives Program 
1400 Independence Avenue, SW, Stop 1599 
Washington, DC 20250-1599 

Dear Mr. Adelstein: 


240 Regency Centre 
Collinsville, IL 62234 
(618) 344 3065 


221 East Broadway, Su'te 102 
Centralia, iL 62801 
(618) 532-9676 


City Hall, Room 12 
110 East Locust 
HARnisauRG, 11 62946 
(618)252-8271 

120 SocTH Fair Street 
Olnev, 1l 62450 
(618) 332-7737 
WWW housc.gav.'shinkijs 


I am writing in support of Shawnee Telephone Company, who is seeking a Broadband 
Initiatives Program (BIP) grant. Shawnee Telephone Company would use the grant to extend 
broadband service to parts of southern Illinois that are greatly unserved and underserved. 

Shawnee Telephone Company serves an area of Illinois that is highly poor, with 
unemployment rates typically greater than the federal unemployment rate, and has some of the 
lowest income levels in Illinois, A BIP grant to extend broadband service would help this poor, 
underserved area become highly productive. 

Please give this application for funding full and fair consideration. It will certainly be 
money put to good use. If you have any questions or need further information, please contact my 
Projects Director Rodney Davis at 217-492-5090 or via email at rodney.davis@mail.house.gov. 
Thank you in advance for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 



JMS.’cintl 



PRINTED ON RECYCLES RAl^R 
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2452 Rayburn House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 
{202)225-5271 ■ 


ENERGY AND COMMERCE 
COMMITTEE 

SUaCOMMi'tTEES: 
SNERGYAND ENVIRONMENT 
HEALTH 

COMMUNICATIONS. 
TelECOMMUNICATIONS, AND 
THE INTERNET 


Congregg of tfie ©initcti ^ 

^ouS£ of l^EpresfentatibeS 


240 RecENCY Centre 
Collinsville, 1L 62234 
(616)344-3065 


OTaSljinaton, SC 20515-1319 


221 East Broadway, Suite 
Centraua, It 62801 
(618) 532-9676 


August i 8, 2009 


City Hall, Room 12 
110 East Locust 
Harrisburg, IL 62946 
(618) 252-8271 

120 South Fair Street 
Olnev.IL 62450 
(618) 392-7737 


WWW. house. gov.'shimkus 


Mr. David Villano 
USDA-Rural Utilities Service 
1400 Independence Ave SW Stop 1599 
Washington, DC 20250-1599 


Dear Mr. Villano; 


I would like to take this opportunity to offer my support of International Broadband Electric 
Communications, Inc. (IBEC) application to provide advanced broadband service to my 
constituents in Southeastern Illinois. 

High speed internet access will give the people of Southeastern Illinois that may open a 
region wide door to economic activity and job creation. New investments in digital infrastructure 
will bring more people online, which will lead to innovative new applications and technologies that 
could create an untold number of jobs in a part of Illinois that sorely needs them. 

It is my hope that this application for funding is given full and fair consideration. If you 
need additional information or have further questions, please contact Rodney Davis in my 
Springfield office at 2 1 7-492-5090 or at rodney.davis@maiI.house.gov. Thank you in advance for 
your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

^^HPCcHIMKUS 
'Member of Congress 

JMS:rd 
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JHN M. SHiMKUS 

19th District, Illinois 
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s HsOH’Omci 


- 152 Rayburn HsOIF Office Buildini 
Washington, DC 20515 
(202) 225-5271 


ENERGY AND COMMERCE 
COMMITTEE 

SUSCOMMinSES 
ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT 
HEALTH 

COMMUNICATIONS, 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, AND 
THE INTERNET 


Cpngregs of tfje ©ntteb States 

spouse of ^^epresentatibes 

TOaSljinffton, ©£ 20515-1319 


August 19,2009 


Mr. David Villano 
USDA-Rural Utilities Service 
1400 Independence Ave SW Stop 1599 
Washington, DC 20250-1599 


3130 Chatham Road. Suite C 
Springfield, (L 6270a 
(217) 492-5090 

240 Regency Centre 
Collinsville, 1L 62234 
(618) 344-3065 

221 East Shoadway, Suite 102 
Centbalia, IL 62801 
(618) 532-9676 

City Hall, Room 12 
110 East Locust 
Harrisburg, IL 62946 
(618) 252-8271 

120 South Fair Street 
Olnev.IL 62450 
(618) 392-7737 

wwvv.hou8S.gov/shimkus 


Dear Mr. Villano: 


I would like to take this opportunity to offer my support of International Broadband Electric 
Communications, Inc. (IBEC) application to provide advanced broadband service to my 
constituents in Southeastern Illinois. 


High speed internet access will give the people of Southeastern Illinois that may open a 
region wide door to economic activity and job creation. New investments in digital infrastructure 
will bring more people online, which will lead to innovative new applications and technologies that 
could create an untold number of jobs in a part of Illinois that sorely needs them. 

It is my hope that this application for funding is given full and fair consideration, If you 
need additional infomiation or have further questions, please contact Rodney Davis in my 
Springfield office at 2 1 7-492-5090 or at rodney.davis@mail,house.gov. Thank you in advance for 
your consideration. 


Sincerely, 



PRINTED ON HECTCIEO PAPtO 



212 


JOHN M. SHIMKUS 

19th DiST.&teTrftuNOis 


5 ' ^ 35 ^ 


3130 Chatham Road, Suite C 
Springfield, 11.62704 
!217) 492-5090 


2452 RAvauRN House Office Building 
Washington, OC 20515 
(202) 225-5271 


ENERGY AND COMMERCE 
COMMITTEE 

SuaCOMWinEES: 

ENERGY AND ENVIRONMENT 
HEALTH 

COMMUNICATIONS, 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, AND 
THE INTERNET 


Congre55 of tlje Umteb ^tatesi 

^ouSe of ^epreSentatibes 

ISltisljmstoii, ©C 20515-1319 


August 1 1 , 2009 


240 Regency Centre 
Collinsville, IL 62234 
!61Bi 344-3065 

221 East Broadway, Suite 102 
Centralia, II 62801 
(6181532-9676 

City Hall. Room 12 
110 East LOCUST 
Harrisburg, iL 62946 
(618) 252-8271 

120 South Fair Street 
Olney, IL 62430 
(618) 392-7737 


Mr. David Villano 
USDA-Rural Utilities Service 
1400 Independence Ave SW Stop 1599 
Washington, DC 20250 


Dear Mr. Villano: 

I would like to take this opporti^ty to offer my support of NewWave Communication’s 
application to provide advanced broadband service to my constituents in Newton, Illinois. 

High speed internet access will give the people of Newton opportunities that may open a 
region wide door to economic activity and job creation. Nevv investments in digital infrastructure 
will bring more people online, which will lead to innovative new applications and technologies that 
could create an untold number of jobs in a part of Illinois that sorely needs them. 

It is my hope that this application for funding is given full and fair consideration. If you 
need additional information or have further questions, please contact Rodney Davis in my 
Springfield office at 217-492-5090 or at rodncv.davis@mail.house.gov . Thank you in advance for 
your consideration, 


Sincerely, 



wcmber of Congress 


JMS:rd 



IBSCYCIEDPAPER 
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/ALDEN 

/TRIM. O>ifie0>* 

««!► 

/Y AND COMMERCt 

SUOCOMHITTtUi: 
MBStQKT RNS iMN^STCATlONS 
Ranomc MmnBj) 



CongreiSsf of tf)£ ®ni'teb ^tate^ 


J^au^t ot JlepreSEntatibEfi 


E-MAK.V1*WtBSlTC; 

>inp:/fiwiW«ri.h<lute.90v 

Mr. Jonathan Adelstein 

Administrator 

Rural Utilities Service 

United States Department of Agriculture 

1400 Independence Ave., SW 

Washington, DC 20250-0747 


April 2, 2010 ^ 


235? >VVY9UI»M MOUSlUFHUi: DVrtu 

WASKWCrost. K: 20S»5-3702 
Ti I rrnilut ; IJ{ J) ?ft-«730 


li>3m«.T <-TiCr5i'l 

843 Mai.v SfTItEr. SloTB 4£fC 
MBDrOHO. Cfl 97604 
Ti ui-HCiNi.lllidl) ^JC-4B4e 
Toa FBf E: (80:1) 83^8303 



155? NW S|»D ST lEer. Suite 450 
at.MD,OR9/T01 
Telephone; 154)} 383-^S 

1211 )VA£NW<l7(MAl.«N'je 

Lk Qhanul, dr 97950 

Telephwe; 151 ll 824-2400 


Dear Mr. Adelstein: 


1 am writing in support of application submitted by Qwest to the Rural Utilities Service for the second 
round of the Broadband Initiative Program (BIP) for its Oregon broadband deployment project, part of 
Qwest’s larger network proposal to bring or upgrade broadband services to rural communities 
throughout the West and Midwest. 

It is my understanding that Qwest plans to invest nearly $7 million in Oregon’s 2'"* Congressional 
District of the S59-1 million it has budgeted to implement the Oregon portion of the network. According 
to Qwest, this investment would provide for new or upgraded broadband service in at least twenty 
communities across southern, centra], and eastern Oregon. Currently, these areas either do not have 
high-speed access to the Internet or it is available only at speeds tliat are insuflicient for the bandwidth- 
intensive applications essential for delivering programs such as tclcmcdicmc, distance learning, public 
safety and economic development that will create and maintain jobs and improve the lives of my 
constituents. 


Qwest has a proven history of providing communicarions services to the people of Oregon that dates 
back more than 100 years. As I unders-tand it, Qwest has the “shovel-ready” resources and labor force 
necessary deploying the network quickly, bringing broadband to the residents of my district and 
allowing them to bridge the digital divide and seek new oppominities for the 21” century. 


I appreciate your consideration and support of Qwest’s BIP application. If you have any questions, 
please do not hesitate to contact me at my Medford district office. 


Sincerely, 


GREG WALDEN 
Member of Congress 


GW/tf 
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MARSHA BLACKBURN 

7rH DisTHicT. Tennessee 
DEPUTY WHIP 


CONiMiTTtE ON 
ENERGY j-\ND COMMERCE 


WASHINGTON OfFlCE: 


217 Cannon House Office Builoing 
Washington, DC 2Q5''5 
Telephone: (2025 2Z5-2911 


Congress of tfie ®n(tcli States 

^ouse of il&epcesentatibeji 


DISTSICT OFFICES: 


7975 Stage Hills Soulcvahd 
Suite 1 

Memphis. TN 39133 
Telephone: !901) 3S2-5011 


WaslfiinBton, ®€ 20515-4207 


City Hall 

'09 3bi> Avenue South 
Suite 117 

Franklin, TN 37064 
TSLfPHONEi i615l 591-5161 

1850 Memorial Drive 
Claaksville, TN 37043 
Telephone; {931i 503-0391 


November 2, 2009 


Mr. Jonathan Adelstein, Administrator 
United States Department of Agriculture 
Rural Development - Rural Utilities Service 
1400 Independence Ave., S.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20250-0747 

Dear Mr, Adelstein, 

I am writing this letter of support on behalf ofNTCH - Clear Talk Wireless’ grant 
application to the Rural Utilities Service Broadband Initiatives Program (BIP). 

NTCH - ClearTalk Wireless has applied for funding to implement “shovel ready” plans 
for a wireless broadband network to serve portions of West, Southwest, and Middle 
Tennessee which includes most of Tennessee’s Seventh Congressional District. Since 
their delivery model involves wireless implementation vs. cable installation, we 
anticipate broadband access to be rapid. Their plan also incorporates the network to serve 
as a back-up communication system to support local communication systems and first 
responders in case of emergency. 

I respectfully reque.st your foil consideration ofNTCH - Clear Talk Wireless’ grant 
application. Thank you for your attention of this matter. 

Sincerely, 


Marsha Blackburn 
Member of Congress 
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COMMITTEE ON 
HOMELAND SECURITY 




COMMITTEE ON 
ENERGY AND COMMERCE 


Suecouwrrrcc on 

IHTCIUGENCS, iNFOKkUTION SmaRINC 

& Terrorism Risk Assessment 
CHAIR 


SuBCOMMiiTEfi OH Health 
SoKOMMiTTee ON 
Enerov ano Environment 


Sl-bcommittee oh 
Border. Maritime ano 
Closal Counterterrorism 

BLUE DOG COALITION 


CONGRESSWOMAN JANE HARMAN 

36th District, California 


NEW DEMOCfiAT COALITION 


CONGRESSIONAL 
SPACE POWER CAUCUS 
CO-CHAin 


September 8, 20Q9 


Broadband Technology Opportunities Program 

National Telecommunications and Information Administration 

U.S. Department of Commerce 

HCHB.Room 4812 

1401 Constitution Avenue, NW 

Washington, DC 20230 

Broadband Initiatives Program 

Rural Utilities Service 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

1400 Independence Avenue, SW, Stop 1599 

Washington, DC 20250 

Dear Grant Committee: 


1 am writing to express my support for the National Medical Wireless Broadband Alliance’s 
(NMWBA) application for a grant through the Broadband Technology Opportunities Program 
(BTOP) set forth in the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) of 2009. 


The funding sought by NMWBA will advance public safety by insuring “everywhere, 
anytime” fire and police radio ability, make emergency response team’s radios fully functional within 
hospitals and assist facilities in meeting federal wireless broadband technology requirements. Over 60 
hospitals in California, including one in my district, will be able to implement a wireless 
infi:astructure to extend information and communication systems and telehealth/telemedicine 
capabilities. In addition, the acceleration of innovative, proven health information technologies will 
promote job creation in both the healthcare and IT industries. 


In order to promote public safety, better heath care and economic growth, I strongly urge you 
to consider the National Medical Wireless Broadband Alliance’s grant application. 


Regards, 


JANE HARMAN 
Member of Congress 


tiA*.,' 


El Seqohpq : 

□ 232t RosecRANS Avenue 
Suite 3270 

El Segundo, CA 90245 
Phone; (3101643-3636 
Pax; (310)643-6445 


Washwqtom . 

Q 2400 Rayburn House Office 6uao«jc 
WASNiNcnoN, DC 20S15 
Phone: (202) 22S-8220 
Fax: (202)226-7290 


Wilmington : 

□ 544 North Avalow Boulevard 
Suite 307 

Wilmington, CA 90744 
Phone: (310)549-8282 
Fax; (310)549-8250 


Webute: wvvw.house.gov/harman 

RRIHTED OM RECVCUQ RARER 
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JOHN D. DINGELL 

IBTHOiSTRICT, MICHIGAN 
CHAIRMAN EMERITUS 

COMMITTEE ON 
ENERGY AND COMMERCE 
CO-CHAIR 

HOUSE GREAT LAKES 
TASK fORCE ■ 
MEMBER 

MIGRATORY BIRO 
CONSERVATION COMMISSION 


(Eonflrcss of the Iftnited States 

ftflUBc of 'RTpracntatiDts 

Washington, B£ 20515-2215 

September 30, 2009 


Mr. David J. Villano 
Assistant Administrator 
US Department of Agriculture 

Office of Rural Development, Telecommunications Program 
USDA STOP 1590 

1400 Independence Ave., SW, Room 5151 
Washington, DC 20250-1590 


WASHINGTON OFFICE' 

ROOM 2378 

RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING 
WASHINGTON, DC 20515-2215 
(202) 225-4071 

DISTRICT OFFICES: 

1M56 WEST OUTER DRIVE 
SUITE 103-f 
DEARBORN. Ml 48124 
1313! 278-2936 

23 East front street 

SUITE 103 
MONROE. MI48(S( 

(734) 243-1B4g 

301 WEST MICHIGAN AVENUE 
SUnE305 
YPSlUiNTl. Ml 48197 
(734)481-1100 


Dear Assistant Administrator Villano; 


I write to ask that you give your full consideration to the grant application oifered by Wireless 
Washtenaw. This grant application (#1396), entitled “Broadband Initiatives Program and Broadband 
Technology Opportunities Pro^am*’ was submitted on August 20*^, 2009 and would provide $4.2 
million for the project. 

The Wireless Washtenaw project is an innovative program designed to facilitate the deployment 
of high speed internet access for Washtenaw County in both suburban and rural settings. Wireless 
Washtenaw already provides theses vita! services to nearly 550 residents within the county. The funding 
from this grant would allow Wireless Washtenaw to address the digital divide by deploying broadband 
to unscrved and underserved areas within the Washtenaw County community. Additionally, this 
technology will soon serve approximately 6,800 new residential broadband subscribers and 421 
businesses, litis will directly create or save 30 jobs and could indirectly grow as many as 200 more. In 
addition to these economic benefits, the project will service 96 community anchor institutions, including 
the educational institutions, fire and police stations, local governments and health facilities. 

The project offered by Wireless Washtenaw is a very unique and innovative opportunity to 
provide the vita! resource of connectivity. I ask that you fully consider their grant application because of 
the many benefits that could be derived from the successful completion of this project. If you have any 
questions or need any further information, please do not hesitate to contact me or my staff member, 
Andrew LaBarre, at (313) 278-2936. 



TH(S MAIUNG WAS PREPARED, PUBLISHED, AND MAILED AT TAXPAYER EXPENSE 
TH(S STATIONERY PRWITED ON PAPER MADE OF RECYCLED FIBERS 
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BRIAN P. BILBRAY 

5o™ District, Cauforma 

234S R/syeyRN House Ofrics Building 
Washington. DC 20515 
(202(225-0508 
FAX (202) 225'255S 
DISTRICT OFFICE: 

452 StfvfNS AV6.. S107 
SOLANA Beach. CA 92075 
(858)350-1160 
FAX (358) 350-0750 


COrulMlTTEe ON OVERSIGHT 
AND GOVERNMENT REFORM 


(HongrgfiH of ttfo Btitleii status 

^mse of SeprEsetttatioefi 

Wagliiiigtim, ®ffl 2B515-D55H 

JUL 


COMMOTEE ON SCiENCb 
AND TECHNOLOGY 


COMMH'TEE ON 
VETERANS' AFFAIRS 


HOUSE REPUQUCAN 
POLICY COMMITTEE 


IMMIGRATION REFORM 
CAUCUS, CHAIRMAN 

2 2010 


June 23, 2010 


The Honorable Lawrence E. Strickling 
Assistant S,^retary for iQommunicalions and Information 
National Telecommunications and Infoimation Agency 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
Herbert Hoover Building (HCHB) 

1401 Constitution Avenue, N.W. 

Wasbington, D.C. 20230 

bear Assistant Secretary Strickling; 


ACTION 0FFiCE__4l^ 
COPIES TO , YSS TM 


Ms. 


SUSPENSE DATE ^ j%T?M 
REMARKS . 

C0NTR0Ld35151 


It is with pleasure that 1 write to express my support for the two proposals submitted by the 
California Emerging Technology Fund (CETF) to the National Telecommunications and 
hiformation Agency (NTIA) for the Broadband Technology Opportunities Program (BTOP). 
The proposals are: 


• Digital Literacy for All 

• Access to Careers and Technology 

CETF provides leadership in California to close the Digital Divide by accelerating the 
deployment and adoption of broadband to unserved and underserved communities in ways fliat 
make the slate more competitive. As a “Round I” recipient of BTOP funding, CETF has proven 
to be a valued and trusted partner with NTIA and will be a key ally to meet the goals of the 
National Broadband Plan and close the Digital Divide in America. Funding CETF in “Round 2” 
and the 25 partners included in their two proposals is an important milestone toward this goal. In 
total, the two projects will provide digital literacy training fw 65,526 low-income individuals, 
enable 17,614 low-income households to subscribe to broadband and result in 2,918 jobs filled, 
created, and retained. 

CETF’s 25 partners represent a cross section of community-based organizations, Native 
Americans, job training centers, youth leadership and media. They in turn will engage 28 anchor 
institutions as training sites and broadband access points including the San Diego Futures 
Foundation in my district. They will be working not as individuals but as a team - organized as 
a learning community to support each other and meet the overall goals of jobs, training and 
broadband adoption. CETF has the track record to ensure this will occur in a responsible and 
cost-effective manner and will serve as a model to the nation. 


FDINTCO OK IKCYCLEO FAFEfl 
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I respectfully request that the two proposals submitted by CETF receive full and fair 
consideration. If you have any questions, please contact Brian Jones in my district office at (858) 
350-1150 or via email at brian.iones@.mail.house.gov . 
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SUBC QMP/HTTEES; 
ENERGVANDAIR QUAltTY 

PaMKINQ R£f>USt.lCAN MSMBCH 
TELECOMMUNtCATIONS 
ANDTHEiNTEflNET 


Congress of tf)e iHnfteli States 

^aim of JRepresfentatiticfi 

August 8, 2009 


167 South Kalamazoo Malu 
Suite IBO 

Kalamazoo, Ml 49007 
[269} 3SS-0039 
Fax; [209) 385-2238 


□ 800 Centhe, Suite 106 

BOO Ship Stheet 
5r. Joseph, Ml 49065 
(269) 962-1366 
Fax; {289) 982-0237 

wvvw.house.oov/upton 
E-Mail: teilLiptori@mBil.houBs,gov 


Mr. Antiiony Wilhehrij Deputy Associate Administrator 

U.S. Department ofCommerce -NTIA ^ g 2009 

Infli^structure Division, Office of Telecommunications & iiformation Applications 
1401 Constitution Avenue, NW 
Washington, DC 20230 


Dear Mr. Wilhelm, 

As amember of the U.S. House of Representatives serving the 6* District of Michigan, please 
accept this letter of support for Information Systems Intelligence, LLC's (‘TSI”) broadband 
adoption proposal under foe American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (RIN 0660- 
ZA28) and my request foat you provide all due consideration. Specifically, ISI is seeking 
binding under foe Sustainable Broadband Adoption funds provided by the NTJA to provide 
Internet access to an estimated 8500 disadvantaged households in foe state of Michigan, many of 
which would be in the 6* District ISI’s program would provide foe infrastructure equipment, 
laptop computers, training services, technical support, monitoring and management necessary to 
ensure reliefole access to local government, educational, healthcare, and public services by 
economically-disadvantaged individuals and families. ISI would make links available via a 
customized portal that will be provided to each community. It is my understanding that ISTs 
proposal has sparked interest from a variety of local housing commissions and other entities 
whose residents and clients would benefit from this program. 


Again, it is my hope that you will give Information Systems Intelligence, LLC’s broadband 
adoption proposal all due consideration. Should you have any questions or require additional 
information, please do not hesitate to contact Mr. Ed Sackley in my Kalamazoo District Office, 
(269)385-0039. Until then, I remain 


Very truly yours, 


ACTION OFFICE 
COPIES TO “ 


Fred Upton 




CONTROLi TT/Ki ^ 


FSU;es 
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JOHN M. SHIMKUS 

19th DiSTillCT. iLUHOIS 


3130 Chatham Hoad. Suite C 
SPBiNGFiELD, IL 62704 
(217)492-5090 


2452 RAvauHN House Office Building 
Washington, DC 20515 
(202) 225-5271 


ENERGY AND COMMERCE 
COMMITTEE 


Congcesfa ot ttie ®mtel) States 
gouge d 1 3^epreSeittatibEg 

^l^oSbin^on, 30C 20515-1319 


suscoMf-orreES: 

EN6RGY AND ENVIHONWeNT 

:& March 5, 2010 

COMMUNICATIONS, 

TELECOMMUNICATIONS, AND 
THE INTERNET 


240 Regency Centre 
Collinsville, !L 62234 
(618)344-3065 

221 East Broadway. Suite 102 
Centralia, fL 62801 
($131532-9676 

City Hall, Room 12 
110 East Locust 
Harrisburg, 1L 62946 
- (S18! 252-8271 

120 South Fair Street 
Olnev.IL 62450 
(610)392-7737 


Secretary Gary F. Locke 

Department of Commerce 

Fourteenth Street and Constitution Ave., NW 

WashinsEon, DC 20230-0001 ' ^ O 

Dear Secretary Locke: liume/ !?>bL4L LV 

I am writing in support of public service providers in Alton, Godfrey, Fosterburg, and 
Jcrseyville, Illinois, that are collectively seeking a grant from the Broadband Technology and 
Opportunities Program. These providers are Hayner Public, Library District, Lewis and Clark 
Community College, St. Anthony’s Hospital, IMPACT, Senior Services Plus, the Alton School . 
District, the Jerseyville Public Library, and Madison County Employment and Training. 


The area in which these providers serve has a 12% unemployment rate. With this grant, 
these providers could expand educational opportunities; assist hospital patients, patients’ families, 
and nurses; improve services for the disabled;. empower the elderly to use technology; offer job 
training and re-training; help displaced workers in the area; and establish additional libraries. 

Please give this application for funilihg full and fair consideration. It will certainly be 
money put to good use. If you have any questions or need further information, please contact my 
Projects Director Rodney Davis at 217-492-5090 or via email at rodney.davis(^nail.house.gov. 
Thank you in advance for your consideration. 


Sincerely,' 



FTiiNTFO OMHECYttEI PARER 
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JOHN M, SHIMKUS 

19th District, Illinois 


3130 Chatham Road, Suite C 
Springi^ield, IL65.70‘1 
(217; 492-5030 


24S2 Ravbufin HousE Otkce Building 
Washington, DC 20515 
(202) 22S-5271 


ENERGY AND COMMERCE 
COMMiTTEE 

SueCDMMinELSr 
ENERGY AND E.NVIRONMFNT 


COMMUNiCATiONS, 
TELECOMMUNICATIONS, AND 
THE INTERNET 


CongresfiS o( tije Mniteli States 

l^ouSE at i^epreSentattbES 

fflaaljragton, ©C 20515-1319 


240 Regency Centre 
C au.iNSViUE,IL 62234 ' 
(618) 344-43065 

221 East Broadway, Suite 107 
Cektralia, IL 62B01 
(618) 532-967S 


August 19, 2009 


City I-Iall, Room 12 
110 East Locust 

AUG 2 4 2009iiN"“'lif“ 


120 South Fair Street 
Olnev, !L 62450 
(G1S) 392-7737 


Mr. Anthony Wilhelm 
Dep. Assoc. Admin. 

US Dept, of Commerce-NTIA 
Herbert Hoover Bldg-Room 4898 
Wa-shington, DC 20230-0001 


Dear Mr. Wilbelm; 


I would like to take this opportunity to offer my support of the City of Hi^and’s 
application to provide advanced broadband service and integrated fiber connectivity to my 
constituents in and around the Highland area through your Broadband Initiatives Program (BIP); 
Broadband Technology Opportunities Program (STOP). 

Complete broadband access will give the pet^le of Highland opportunities that may open a 
region wide door to economic activity and job creation. If funded, this state of the art investment in 
digital infrastructure that is coupled with Hi^arKl’s municipal electric system could bring us the 
true integrated technological advances wc ask that our communities to strive for, but are unable to 
achieve since tlicy are at the mercy of companies only looking for very densely populated areas. . 


It is my hope that this applicafion for funding is given full and fair consideration. If you 
need additional information or hnve further questions, please contact Rodney Davis in my 
Springfield office at 217-492-5090 or at.ro.dney.davis(^iail.house.gov. Thank you in advance for 
your consideration. EMAIL.BEGINHIDE.MRRGE 


JMS:rd 


Sincerely, 



ACTION OFFICE .. fMox, 
COPIES 


SUSPENSE DAfrWjfeg: 
REMARKS H 

coNTROL# 4 nKrzrr; 


pimi£D ON Kctasa wer 
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mmE ROGERS 

3fh> District, Alauawa 


324 Cannon House Ofmce builqing 
Washington, DC 20515-0103 
Phone; U02) 225-3261 
Fa>;: (2021 22& 0485 


wwiV-house-gov/fTiike-rogers 



HOMELAND SECUniTY COMMITTEE 

Emergencv Communications, 
Prfj’abscs'Ies.s, and nespoNsc 


RANKING MEMBER 

BOfIDi-H, MARITIME ANO G'-OQAl. 
COUNTERTtTlROftlSW 


Congress of tfje ®nfteti states' 
liouse of j^tpregentattoefi 
MltaSljinBton, ®C 20515-0103 

October 2, 2009 


ARMED SERVICES COMMITTEE 

Readiness 

OveRSlGKTAND iNVESTIGATIONB 
SraATeaic Forces 

ASRICULTOHE COMMITTEE 

Conservation, Credit, Enerrv, and Research 
Livestock, Dairy, ano Poultry 


Broadband Tecbnology Opportunities Program g^ij j 2009 

National Teleconimunications and Information Administration 
U.S. Department of Commerce 
1401 Constitution Avenue. Nw . 

.Washington, D.C.2Q230 , , 

RE; LETTER OF SUPPORT 

To Whom It May Concern 

I enthusiastically endorse the grant application for the Broadband Technology Opportunities 
Program submitted by the City of Montgomery Public Library, If awarded, this fonding will 
enable the Library to expand public access computing resources, which will change the Rosa L. 
Parks Avenue Branch Library into a neighborhood resource center. 

1 respectfully request that you give this grant application your most thoughtful and serious 
consideration, 


Thank you for your time and attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 


Mike Rogers 
Member of Congress 


MR: Id 


Gc: Mayor Todd Strange 

City of Montgomery 
POBox lilt 

Montgomery, AT 36101-1111 


ACTION OFFIC E MAo.v 
COPIES 


suspenseIMIESSIm'^' 

' REMARKS ; ^ - v 
CONTROL# " 


1123 NoBi£ Street 
1 04 FeOERAL Bla.din'g 
Anmistdn, Alabama 30201 
Phone { 2ec) 236-6655 
Fax; ( 256} 2J7-9203 


f 81 8 PemREU. Parkwav 
'Suits 203 

- Omaou Alaswa 3680 1 
• •PH«»itrI3^-74S-te21 
Fjoc (334) 74^41109 


75 SQ Halcvcn Summit Drive 
MON iecMEnY. Alarama 3611 / 
Phome:( 334} 277-421 C 
Fax: ( 334} 277-42S7 
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LEE TERRY 

N58I1ASKA. 2?»D DlSTBlCT 


V4SHiMGTOfiOF«Ci: 


2331 HAvauaN Hauss Owct Bus-Oing 
WjiSHl\erOH. DC ?05!5 
(2<52S 225-4153 





HOUSE COMMITTEE ON 
ENERGY AND COMMERCE 

syacoMMTTEss 
Commerce, Trade AND 
Consumes Protection 

Environment and Hazardous 
Materials 


OISTHiCTOPflCE: 

11717 Bu»T STRS5T. Suite 10S 
OMAHA, NS 9815A 
i4Q2i 397-9944 
Ta!ii2lee@m3ii.hous3,gov 

www.Kouse.gtiv/ierfY 


ffinngrEHB of ttfc llnitBii 

House of HeprEOEUtatiuEH 

August 31, 2009 


Jonathan Adelstem, Director 
Rural Utilities Service 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Dear Director Adelstein; 



Hepuqucan Deputy Whip 
Repuqlican Policy Committee 
Steering Committee 


I would like to express my support for Great Plains Communications, Inc.’s application 
for a broadband stimulus funding grant, under the American Reinvestment and Recovery Act. 
Providing access to broadband is a critical component of economic development, and this is 
especially true in rural Nebraska. For many years we Imve been capably served by Great Plmns 
Communications, due to their commitment to small-town Nebraska and their adherence to rural 
values as a family-owned telecommunications provider. Farmers and ranchers outside of Great 
Plains’ communities have had some access to broadband to a greater extent than other Nebraska 
communities thanks to their dedication, but there is still a tremendous need to bring broadband 
and advanced broadband capabilities to every consumer in the area. 

This high level of broadband delivery can be accomplished by Great Plains 
Communications with this grant. For consumers many miles from the city limits, this application 
represents an opportunity to finally realize broadband options fiiey’ve only dreamt of. It is also 
rewarding to see a local telecommunications company commit the financial and human resources 
to make this successful because they have demonstrated their commitment to our communities 
over the last 100 years. 


Citizens, both within the community boundaries and those living miles outside those 
borders, are entitled to the latest technology in an effort to access all the advantages that 
broadband can bring. 1 firmly endorse Great Plains Communications’ commitment to making 
that possible, and I urge you to give full consideration to their application. 


I understand that Great Plains is standing rejwiy to begin hiring employees to deploy the 
needed infrastructure and to make the investment that will lead to immediate and to future job 
creation, which the local community and region are epunting on. 

Thank you for your consideration of their application and as always please contact me if 
you wish to further discuss their company or any other matter. 
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LEEIERRY 

NeasAHici, D.srsiCT 


2331 RavaufiN House Osfict Bui' 
WaSaiNarciN, DC 20515 
(202i 225-4155 





HOUSE COMMITTEE ON 
NEFIGY AND COMMERCE 

SUSCOKMiTIEES- 
COMWEBCE, Tf>AD£ AND 
CONSUMCP f’nOTECT'JO.V 


ENV.'flONMSNTANO HAZAflOOCS 
MATeaiALs 


DISTHtCTQFPiC?: 
l1217Etr9TSraecT,SurrE iDS 
Omaha. N£ 6S154 
(402) 397-9944 
Talk2LcB'5 frail. houie.gotf 

Mr. Jonathan Adelstein, Administrator 

Rural Utility Service 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Dear Administrator Adelstein: 


Communications, Technologv 
AND THE Internet 

Repubucan Depuiy Wima 
RfPUBLKlON PptiCV COMWrTEE 
Repubeican STeesfNG CoMMfrrsc 



OIongrc0g of tlfc Rniteii ^tateo 

llnuBE of iRcprEBEntattusB 

October 20, 2009 


As you are aware, the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act included 
funding to encourage the extension of broadband services to unserved and underserved 
populations throughout the country. Recognizing that such areas are prevalent in rural 
Nebraska, Pinpoint Commuiucations has applied for funds under bo^ the Broadband 
Initiatives Program (CFDA 10.787) and the Broadband Technology Opportunities 
Program (CFDA 11.557). I support these applications and would like to thank you in 
advance for considering them. 

Pinpoint’s “Last Mile” proposal (application ID 1927) will deliver WiMax 
connectivity to many rural Nebraska communities including Arapahoe, Bartley and 
Beaver City just to name a few. The system that they have proposed will be capable of 
delivering up to 2 mbps to underserved and imscrved areas currently unabie to enjoy the 
economic development, education and employment opportunities made available by 
access to broadband service. 


Their “Middle Mile proposal (application ID 1217) will extend high capacity, low 
cost, wholesale services to other rural Nebraska communities including Harrisburg, 
Angora, Alliance and Chadron just to name a few. When constructed, the Northern 
Nebraska Loop project will provide next-generation broadband services to local 
telephone companies, wireless telecommunications companies, cable television and 
Internet service providers at rates considerably lower than those currently available in 
those areas. 75% of the communities to be served by the Northern Nebraska Loop project 
qualify as rural, underserved or unserved areas as outlined in the Notice of Funds 
Available. 


Again, I’d like to thank you in advance for your consideration of these projects 
and please feel free to contact me if I can be of any assistance. 

Sincerely, 
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BRETT GUTHRIE 

SfcCQND CHSTHiCr, KSNTUCKf 

COrviMiTTEE ON 

TRANSPORTATiGN AND INFRASTaUCTUHE 
SUacOMMlTTIES: 

RaiiroaoS, Pi'tiiNCs, ANCi Hazardous Materials 


ECO'JOM'C DcVCtORWeiVT, PuSt.'C SuliOrWGS 


AND EMeRoEA-CY Management 



ASSiSrANTWHtP 

COMMITTEE ON 
EDUCAHON AND LABOR 
suecoMMinsss. 

SANKfNG Member, Higheb Educaiidn, Lipeiono 
Uabninq ano Competitivsness 



Congress! of tlje Mnitelt States 


^ouse of j^epretfentattbeg 


March 22, 2010 


The Honorable Jonathan Adelstein 

Administrator 

Rural Utilities Service 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

1400 Independence Avenue, Sw 

Stop 15 10, Room 5135 

Washington, DC 20250-0002 



Dear Administrator Adelstein: 


I am writing to you in support of the application submitted by Norlight, Inc., a wireless 
telecommunications provider, for funding assistance through the ARRA Funds from the BIP 
Program. Because the Norlight project will extend into my district and benefit my constituents, 
I am extremely interested in their efforts. 

According to the information I have received, high speed telecommunications infrastructure in 
rural counties offers a future for economic growth and recovery, and without this infrastructure, 
these communities will only decline in population and economic prosperity. Your agency has a 
long and proud history of serving rural residents across this country and my constituents have 
been the recipients of many successful RUS loans. It is my hope that this project will be another 
success story for RUS in Kentucky. 

1 am asking for your full and fair consideration, within applicable laws and regulations, of this 
request. If I can provide you with any additional information, please contact Brian Smith, my 
Director of Economic Development at 270-438-6599 or bri an..smith2@mail.house.Kov . You 
may forward your reply to my Hardin County office located at 411 W. Lincoln Trail Boulevard, 
Radcliff, Kentucky, 40106. Thank you in advance for your kind assistance. 



BG/bds 


l»i «NTE Cl street, suiTE 3M 

BOWLING GREEN, SEMsJCtlYAZlO! 


K.guIhrieJrOusB.goy 


5^0 CANNON HOUSE OFPC6 SUIlONG 

WASHINGTON, OCZ5515 
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The Honorable Jonathan Adelstein 

Administrator 

Rural Utilities Service 

U.S. Department of Agriculture 

1400 Independence Avenue, Sw 

Stop 1510, Room 5135 

Washington, DC 20250*0002 

Dear Administrator Adelstein: 

I am writing to you in support of the application submitted by US Digital Online for funding 
assistance throu^ the Rural Utilities Service Broadband Initiatives Program. Because US 
Digital Online is in my district and serves my constituents, I am extremely interested in their 
efforts. 

According to the infonnation I have received, high speed telecommunications infrastructure in 
rural counties offers a future for economic growth and recovery, and without this infrastructure, 
these communities will only decline in population and economic prosperity. The proposed 
project will service public agencies, the school system, and other community businesses as well 
as create newjobs in the community. Your agency has a long and proud history of serving rural 
residents across this country and my constituents have been the recipients of many successful 
RUS loans. It is my hope that this project will be another success story for RUS in Kentucky. 

I am asking'for your full and fair consideration, within applicable laws and regulations, of this 
request. If I can provide you with any additional information, please contact Brian Smith, my 
Director of Economic Development at 270-438-6599 or brian.smith2@mail.house.eov . You 
may forward your reply to my Hardin County office located at 411 W. Lincoln Trail Boulevard, 
Radcliff, Kentucky, 40106, Thank you in advance for your kind assistance. 



v.guthrie.house gov 



245 


April 10, 2009 


'/First National Bank 


Lany E Seviei, CEO 
Rural Telephone 
P O Box 158 
Lenoia, KS 67645 

Dear Mi Seviei, 

This letter is in support of Rural Telephone and Nex-Tech’s broadband expansion 
proposals in northwest Kansas 

I operate Fir st National Bank in Hays, Kansas as well as Sanada Far ms in Logan, 

Kansas To do this in today’s world and be competitive, high speed broadband 
communications is a necessity 

During a typical day I may hedge commodities using an online account that is heavily 
dependent on data to create graphs and make other computations I may download a 100 
MB file to update my GPS guidance software on a tractor or combine I usually set up a 
VPN to log on to the bank and get management reports or duplicate my office when I am 
on the farm I look at GIS data and maps for the farm I search for farm equipment on 
sale using tiactorhouse com or similar sites I look for parts on the very gr aphic intensive 
John Deer e or CaselH parts manuals The farmhouse is monitored using IR and visible 
light cameras when am away fiom the fiumhouse. All of this data is very bandwidth 
intensive Many days I transfer mor e than 1,000 MB of information 

If a farmer or businessman is unable to do all of these things he is at a competitive 
disadvantage to other farmers or businessmen that compete with him and who can do 
these things 

The area of northwest Kansas served by Rural and Tex-Tech is suffering 
demogiaphically from population loss This is caused by technology that allows one 
person to manage more land However, is also because northwest Kansas is 
disadvantaged due to transportation costs Information is a good that can be tr ansported 
Low cost high speed transmission of information xvill allow the residents of northwest 
Kansas to at least compete in high value jobs that use knowledge r ather than the physical 
shipment of products 


HAYS - rioo Fom Street, Hays, Kansas 67601 - Phone 785/628-2400 - Fa* 785/628-2476 
THE IslALl, 2918 Vine Street, Hays, Kansas 67601 - Phone 785/628-1800 - Fa* 785/628-0573 
PI AINVaiE - 113 W Mil! Street, PlaInvUle, Kansas 67665 - Phone 785/434-2809 - Fa* 785/434-2815 
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Software programmers, accountants, attorneys and other professionals have been looking 
at the lifestyle of northwest Kansas and many want to come home High speed broadband 
may allow then to do that 


Sincerely, 



AlanE States, President 
Fir st National Bank 
1100 Fort Street 
Hays, Kansas 

Saiiada Farms 
2501 Ash Street 
Hays, Kansas 

Saiiada Farms 
921 Main Street 
Logan, Kansas 
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ELLIS COUNTY COMMISSION 

1204 FORT STREET 
MO. BOX 720 

PHONE 785-628-94 JO HA YS, KANSAS 6 760 J FAX 785-628-9413 

COMMISSIONER N' DISTRICT COMMISSIONER 2 '® DISTRICT COMMISSIONER DISTRICT 

PERRYS HENMAN. ELUS GLENN D. DIEHL. HAYS VERNON L BERENS. ITCTORIA 

PHONE 785-726-576S PHONE 785-625-7 106 PHONE 785-755-9564 


April 13,2009 

Larry E Sevier, CEO 
Rural Telephone 
P O Box 158 
Lenora, KS 67645 

Dear Mr. Sevier: 

This letter is in support of Rural Telephone and Nex-Tech’s broadband expansion proposals in 
northwest Kansas. Rural Telephone and Nex-Tech have invested millions of dollars in Fiber- 
To-The- Premise infrastructure in previously un-serv’ed and underserved communities in the 
region. This investment has helped create jobs and economic opportunity for small businesses 
and entrepreneurs. Many rural areas do not have viable alternatives for receiving broadband 
service, in an age where this void places them, their families and their businesses at a distinct 
economic, educational and cultural disadvantage. 

The tremendous benefits received from the Fiber-To-The-Premise include Interactive Distance 
Learning, Telemedicine, Telecommuting, Videoconferencing, Online Banking, E-Business, 
Ability to Expand Marketplace, Web Page Management, Current Weather Infonnation, Home 
and Business Security, Ability to Attend Live Auctions via Internet, Ability to Send Pictures and 
Video Clips to Customers Quickly, Commodity Investment Trading, StafFTraining via 
Webinars, Online Supply Ordering, etc. 

There is a tremendous need for broadband in the rural areas and other less fortunate communities 
in western Kansas, many of whom will rely on broadband in the future to meet their basic needs, 
including medical attention, etc. 


Sincerely, 
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Ellis County Coalition for Economic Development 

Maich22,2009 


Rural Utilities Services 
United State Depaitment of Agriculture 
1400 Independence Ave. S .W 
Washington, DC 20250-0747 


RE: LETTER OF SUPPORT 

Please accept this letter as support for Rural Telephone/Nex-Tech in their effort to secure funds to enhance rural 
broadband implementation and expansion in Northwest Kansas through the Rural Utilities Services Loan and 
Grant Program.. 

Broadband access is critical in Rural Kansas. While we have experienced a number of successful 
implementation projects in recent years that created hundreds of jobs directly and as many indirectly, without 
wider broadband access, the number of success stories will be limited Our most successful broadband pro] ect 
was created when Sykes Incorporated developed a business model in the mid-90s to establish call center 
operations in rural markets of America. In Hays, Kansas alone, Sykes employed as many as 700 people. When 
Sykes business model changed, they left Hays but because broadband access was in place we replaced them 
with another inbound call center - NEW 

Other successes include educational opportunities for high school and imiversity students to take classes online, 
the Hays Medical Center can have doctors consult with outlying area hospitals any time of day, and thousands 
of rural residents have access to the world with broadband services. None of this is possible without broadband 
access and USDA support 

Rural Telephone/Nex-Tech has always been a leader in making the latest technology available to their 
customers, most of which are in very rural areas of the state By providing Rural Telephone/Nex-Tech funding 
for broadband expansion, additional opportunities will be possible, construction jobs will be created during the 
expansion of the broadband network, and new, permanent jobs will exist in the areas in which they build. In 
other words, rural Kansas can grow. 

Thank you in advance for your time and consideration ft you have any questions, please feel free to contact me 
at any time. 


Mike Michaelis 
Executive Director 

Ellis County Coalition for Economic Development 
2700 Vine 
Hays, KS 67601 
mike@havsameiica.net 


785.6283102 
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HaytMedicalGenteroH-'c .i> i 


April 3, 2009 


Larry E. Sevier, CEO 
Rural Telephone 
PO Box 158 
Lenora, KS 67645 

Dear Larry: 

As the Chief Executive Officer of Hays Medical Center, I support Rural Telephone and 
Nex-Tech’s broadband expansion proposals in Northwest Kansas. Broadband 
infrastructure to rural Kansas is important to healthcare initiatives. Most studies show 
consumers using the internet for the majority of their healthcare questions. That is not 
necessarily true here, because of the lack of internet accessibility and comfort level with 
computers and the internet. We think patients are missing out on an accurate and 
convenient way to get rapid answers to their questions placing our region at a 
disadvantage compared to other area of the country as it relates to healthcare 
information. 

Hays Medical Center is a leader in its Electronic Medical Record and access to healthcare 
information. It will help our initiatives to have more people on the internet who can 
view records on-line and work with their providers to coordinate care in a more efficient 
fashion. Communication via provider using e-mail is also rapidly becoming a preferred 
method to get prescriptions refilled , have laboratory tests conveyed, and other 
questions answered. Rural Telephone and Nex-Tech are dedicated to enhancing 
broadband access in our service area. Please consider their proposal and provide 
financial support as they move forward with needed infrastructure in the region. 



John Mr, MD, MHA, FACEP 
Presid^n : & CEO 


P.O. Bom -HlOO * H<j\'s. hSf>76f>. 

V’iSit U-S on ihe W T"U i Ht 
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HAYS PUBLIC LIBRARY 

1205 Main Street - HAYS, KANSAS 67601-3693 
(785)625-9014 • (785) 625-8683 FAX 
WWW hayspublib org 
Melanie Miilei, Library Director 


April 13, 2009 


Larry E Sevier, CEO 
Rural Telephone 
P O. Box 158 
Lenora, KS 67645 

Dear Mr Sevier, 

This letter is in support of Rural Telephone and Nex-Tech's broadband expansion 
proposals in northwest Kansas . Rural Telephone and Nex-Tech have performed excellent 
telecommunications service to the Hays Public Library for many years, including creating 
potential for operating videoconferences simultaneously with public Internet use 

293 out of 326 Kansas public libraries serve populations of under 10,000 people 
Broadband Internet service and the speedy retrieval of information that libraries could 
provide free-of-charge to people in these communities is critical 

Rural electrification didn’t occur until the 1930's This is a new phase of rural 
electrification. We can't be behind the eight ball on this one and compete in the modern 
world 


Sincerely, , 

Melanie Miller 
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NORTH CENTRAL KANSAS TECHNICAL COLLEGE 


April 14, 2009 


Clark Coco, Prcsiiient 


Mr. Larry E Sevier 
CEO, Rural Telephone 
P.0, Box 158 
Lenora, KS 67645 


Dear Mr. Sevier, 

As President of North Central Kansas I am very pleased to have the opportunity to write 
this letter of support for Rural Telephone and Nex-Tech regarding the continued 
development of dependable broadband conned ability for rural -Kansas. Today’s research 
indicates 80% of the career skills needed for future employment will be technical in 
nature and the need to deliver technical education to rural communities continues to grow 
each day. 

During the 2008-2009 academic year North Central Kansas Technical College has 
delivered over 2000 credit hours of technical training to students within the State of 
Kansas and we constantly see the need for a more responsive delivery system. Even 
though Rural Telephone and Nex-Tech have made great strides in attempting to improve 
our connect ability the job is not done. In order for NCKTC to move ahead with the 
delivery of new technologies to our student base we will need to see the expansion of our 
broadband capabilities. 

NCKTC is presently involved with the development of an on-line/face to desk top 
delivery system which will allow our instructors to deliver technical education to anyone 
with access to a computer. With the expansion and up grading of our connect ability 
system NCKTC would look to develop stronger partnerships with both business and 
industry and education agencies. 

Once again I want to emphasize our strong support for the efforts of Rural Telephone and 
Nex-Tech in meeting the delivery needs of our region of the United States. If at anytime 
you would like to speak to me about our goals related to this effort I would welcome your 
phone call. 



Clark Coco, President 

North Central Kansas Technical College 


P.O. Box 507, Beloit, KS 67420 
BeLit Campm Phone (800.) 658-4655 


2205 WTeatland Ave., Ha^s, KS 6760 I 
Hays Camptu Phone fSfifi) 567-4297 










;.r-.:. ; ' 


FORT HAYS STATE 
L'NiVERSiTY 


It May Concern; 


iiident of Fort Hays State Univemiyii the pTunary provider of higtier education for ruml ; > 
i Kansas, f am pleased to support Rural^'elep^ne and Nex-Tech's applications for the i 
tpp of broadband service thiou^ the: American Recovery, and Rcinvesiment Act of 2009 : 
and Initiative. FHSU is the major s&n&x of distance education in the state, providing 
:;ourses through our Virtual Collei^ to western Kansans who arc place In^und. Expandinj 
ind sersdee is critical to our succe*^. 


JeX'Tech have; 


Edward H. Hammond, 

Piesident 


o-Mr.t ot IMF ^’Rl^l^L'>.r 
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Smoky 


MiU 

Education 
Service Center 


Central Region Office 
605 East Crawford 
Salina. KS 67401 
(785) 825-9185 phone 
(785) 825-9195 tax 


North Central Region Office 
21 9 West Seventh 
Concordia. KS 66901 
(785) 243-4417 phone 
(785) 243-4457 fax 


Hays Region Office 
1401 B Main Street 
Hays, KS 67601 
(785) 621-4414 phone 
(785) 621-4415 fax 


4-9-2009 


It has come to my attention that Ruial Telephone andNex-Tech ate making application for the 
Ameiica Recoveiy and Reinvestment Act of 2009 Broadband Initiative. I support this application and the 
effoits Ruial Telephone and Nex-Iech have made in the past to provide the infiastiuctuie for broadband 
connectivity to luial Kansas. Each of these businesses is highly lespected by our schools foi the services 
they provide in rural communities 

Due to declining populations in rural areas, increased bandwidth (20-50 Mb) will be necessary to 
deliver high quality educational, business and medical services The technology exists today, but only in 
areas ofTarge populations, thus starving rural areas the opportunities of their urban counterparts. 

As an educational service provider for approximately 65 public school districts in 25 rural counties in 
Kansas, bandwidth is essential to providing quality services while overcoming the geographical challenges 
schools face. We currently use IDL (interactive distance learning) connections at approximately 3 Mb to 
provide classes where certifiedAicensed instructors are difficult to find However, we could do so much 
more, but at e limited to the lack of high-quality bandwidth available in our rural ar eas. 

The savings for schools and businesses would be huge when considering tanspoitation and time. 
Instead of ‘windshield time’, time could be spent learning, sharing and generating new ideas, creating 
collaborative projects with peers throughout the world The vision is there, but remains only a vision 
without the conunitment to improving the broadband infiastiuctui e. 

Many of our rural communities and residents can only dream of such cormectivity because they don’t 
believe it will come to them in their lifetime The next infiastinctuie is broadband cormectivity to conduct 
daily business, access health care and further learning and training opportunities 

Other countries have made this commitment even though their economies and quality of wotkfoice 
pales compared to the United States, It is time for this to occur in rural Kansas, These ate the reasons it is 
easy for me to support Ruial Telephone and Nex-Tec’s application Please give this your highest 
consideiation Out rural residents ate depending on this. 


Sinceiehv 

Laity Pamck 
Associate Director, SHESC 
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Wegenei Quaitei Hoises 
Biuce Cindy Wegenei 
13887 Road E 
Noiton,KS 67654 

March 3 1, 2009 

Ml. Laiiy Sevier 

Rural Telephone Service Company, Inc. 
PO Box 158 
Lenora, KS 67645 

Dear Mr Sevier: 


As a farmer and Quarter Horse rancher living nine miles north of Norton, Kansas, I would like to 
outline the difficulties I f ace with the technology that is currently available to me at my 
home/business At present, my only Internet option is dial-up, which leaves a lot to be desired in 
terms of efficiency. I cannot overstate the importance of having access to current technology to 
be competitive in today’s business atmosphere.. 


Recent laws affecting horse slaughter, as well as the economy, have greatly impacted the horse 
market. Where we used to average $1,200 pet weanling, we are nowlueky to average $400 
Couple this with the rising cost of hauling livestock to auction, and it is evident that utilizing the 
Internet for marketing makes sense. We have had success placing advertisements on the 
Internet, including Nex-Tech Classifieds. However, using dial-up, it takes literally hours to 
upload the infotmation The process is time consuming and frustrating 

I also use the Internet to participate in live auctions, but find it difficult to paiticipate with the 
Inteinet speeds available to me As Internet auctions are gaining popularity, I believe it will 
become increasingly important to have this technology in place This same technology will also 
allow me to get current grain markets, place orders by Inteinet or simply search the Web 

It is my understanding that Rmal Telephone and Nex-Tech ate applying for Broadband Stimulus 
giant/loan funds. Your businesses have been instrumental in bringing cutting edge technology to 
northwest Kansas, helping the economy and providing jobs that bring youth back to the area.. 
Most impoitantly, you understand that rural America extends past city limits It is my hope that 
this letter of support will result in expanded services, especially high speed Internet, to farms in 
rural Norton County. If I can be of further assistance, please let me know. 






Bruce Wegenei 
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I’O Box 88 ■ Norton KS - 67654 
Ph: (785) 877-3529 ■ Fax: (785) 877-2637 


April 8, 2009 


Larry E. Sevier, CEO 
Rural Telephone 
PO Box 158 
Lenora, KS 67645 


Dear Mr, Sevier, 

We strongly support Rural Telephone and Nex-Tech's applications for the American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act of 2009 Broadband Initiative. I am proud to say that we are already a 
company that your organization has helped a great deal with a variety of technological 
upgrades. Those upgrades enabled our company to reach out to the precision manufacturing 
world and market ourselves as a quality minded option for their business. The additional 
business due to those upgrades had the ripple effect of the addition of personnel and the 
expansion of our operating facility. 

For those reasons and more, we are excited about the possibility that your organization may be 
eligible for federal funding that would bring enhanced broadband service to this area. As a 
company in a somewhat remote, rural area, one of our challenges is that we deal with 
customers and potential customers that operate in a metropolitan market. In that market, they 
already take for granted the technology that we do not have here yet. As we do not have it, it 
makes it tough to compete with other precision manufacturing shops that can communicate in 
real time through such features as videoconferencing when we submit quotes for potential work 
orders. If we had access to that level of technology, it would do what our initial technological 
upgrades did, but on a larger scale. 

The ability to communicate with customers and potential customers in real time with just that 
one option not currently available would increase the amount of orders we get. Of course, that 
would result in more personnel hired for production roles and support staff for the additional 
production staff. It may also put us in a position to expand our facility again, which would 
provide work for area contractors. 
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This is just one small example of how this enhanced broadband technology would assist our 
company. We could go on and examine how much more effective we would be with a faster, 
leaner internet service and how it would benefit us as a company and how that benefit would 
translate into additional money injected into the local economy in various forms. But it would 
be more direct to state that the immediate and long term impact of technology that would put 
us on a level playing field with our competition is immeasurable and would be an incredible 
asset to our company and our community. 



General Manager 
Natoma Corporation 
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Apiil 30, 2009 

To: Mt Laiiy Sevier 

CEO, Rural Telephone Service 

Subject: Support of application for federal fimding to improve internet service to rrrral areas 

This letter is in support of Rmal Telephone Service Company atrd its proposal to expand 
internet service in rmal northwestern Kansas. This is a local company which strives to serve its 
customers with the most up to date technology available.. It employs many local people and 
pr ovides modern technology for other local businesses 

Our land line is cmrently in the AT&T service area. AT&T has done no upgrades to their lines 
or eqrripment, and I know of no plans to irpgrade in the firtme. Dial-up internet service is not a 
possibility due to poor line quality,. Internet pages took so long to load that information being 
transrrritted just stopped. Downloads were impossible There was so much static on the line 
that the computer couldn’t teU the difference between background noise and transmitted 
information. It would be a great asset if Rural Telephone Service were able to irpgrade broadband 
service in our area. 

You don’t think of &iming being a highly technological business, but it is quickly becoming that 
way . GPS steering and aop mapping for planting and harvest are but some examples of 
agricirltural technology that require software upgrades available through downloads. Much of om 
farm’s research and education is done through the internet. It is the only way to keep up to date 
on timely market changes We rely on the internet for weather forecasts to better plan out work 
days. It is also the best way to keep infotmed of current weather conditions duiing severe 
weathet. 

It would be a great benefit to us, out neighbors, and our whole rutal region, if out broadband 
scivice were of the same quality as people in laigei cities enjoy 



Ktis Mizell 
16733 Road W1 3 
Norton, Kansas 67654 



Ruial Telephone 
POBox 158 
Lenora, Ks. 67645 
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April 12, 2009 


Attention: Latiy E . Seviei, CEO 
Deal Sii: 

On Febiuaiy 24, 2009, while reading the Department of Agriculture F ederal 
Register notices, I became aware of the broadband grant program as part of the economic 
stimulus package . I thought that it might help in getting broadband “Fiber To The 
Premises” (FTTP) service to my hometown of Norcatut, KS. 

Norcatur is a small (population about 200) rural town in northwest Kansas which 
crurently has only dial irp or' wireless access to the internet While the wireless ser'vice 
provided by Hughes net. Wild Blue, or the mobile cell connection by Nex-Tech has 
certainly helped in Norcatur and the surrounding farms, it is limited in it’s ability to 
support businesses or telecommuter workers. 

An example which I was personally involved with as Chairman of the Board for' Nor catur 
Grain Inc . illustrates some of the problems . In 2006 Norcatm Grain’s accounting 
software had become obsolete and had to be replaced. After due research a software 
accounting package by Simrmit Software located in Fort Wayne, Indiana was selected. 
The most cost effective way to set up the system would have been to use a server at the 
vender ’s fiicility in Fort Wayne. The internet speed available over the wireless network 
would not support this installation so the server had to be located in Norcatur at addition 
expense. The next problem was getting support fiom the vender’s staff in Fort Wayne . 
The normal mode is for the training staff to access oirr server and then help correct the 
errors om employees were making . The internet speed available would Just not support 
this mode of training so Norcatm Gr ain had to pay for training persormel to come to 
Norcatur at considerable expettse . By not having high speed interrret, the time required to 
get the new software system working was extended by several months.. The resulting 
disruption in business cost the company several hrmdred thousand dollars . 


Norcatur Grain Inc . has since sold the Grain Elevator to Decatm Coop, but will continue 
to look for business opporturrities in Norx^tur. The availability of high speed internet 
will certainly be a serious coirsideration in om' investing in new business in Norcatm 

The time when people can live in one place and work for a company anyplace in the 
world has arrived where hi^ speed interrret is available . In Norcatur several people are 
doing telecommute work, but are handicapped by the lack of high speed internet. For 
other s the lack of broadband internet make it impossible . 

My son Dan works for a computer company in Boulder, Colorado and farms in Kansas 
on the weekends. He could spend more time, or relocate, in Norcatm if high speed 
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internet wei e available He has hied using the Wild Blue satellite link, but the size of the 
files overload the system . It addition to the slow speed the limit on the amount of data 
that can be used in a time period is a problem. I have asked Dan to write you a letter 
describing the bandwidth he needs to be able to work from Norcatur . 

In my own case I am a registered Professional Engineer in Colorado and would do more 
consulting work for Color ado clients if the supporting internet ^stem were available . 

I cunently use wireless internet for online banking, stock and corrrmodity hading. The 
bandwidth and reliability needed for real time commodity hading limi ts what is available 
in h ading tools . 

The above are only a few examples of the impact that a broadband internet system can 
have on a community like Norcatur .. If a system were available many more uses would be 
foimd . Conversely if broadband is not available, businesses and people will continue to 
move to locations where it is.. 

I am pleased that Rural Telephone is applying for economic stimulus assistance. It would 
be nice to see some of the stimulus used to help the rural areas, Rural Telephone and 
Nex-Tech have be very successful in developing ceUulai and broadband in Northwest 
Kansas , They have also already invested millions of dollars in Fiber-To-The -Premise 
infiashucture and are in a good position to extend this service to more locations like 
Norcatur . I hope the Federal Goveirunent will help you continue the good work 

If more detail on the number of residences and businesses in Noicatm is desired, I am 
sure that Von Johnson, the new mayor, or Chris Demplewolf, the city clerk, would be 
glad to help 


Thanks 


Glen Stievey f 
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DessinFournir{?iOmpanies 


April 15, 2009 


Mr. Larr>’ Ei, Sevier 
Rural Telephone 
P.O. Box 158 
Lenora, KS 67645 

Dear Mr. Sevier: 

I ain writing this letter in support of Rural Telephone and Nex-Tech's applications for the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 Broadband Initiative. 

Through showroom partnerships and innovative technology, the Dessin Foumir 
Companies have grown from 30 inaugural fiimiture and lighting designs in 1993 to over 
2,200 luxurv' goods. Aside from creating luxurious products featured in some of the 
nation's most beantiful homes, the De-ssin Foumir Companies are a testament to 
preserving our rural heritage, all while demonstrating the potential of rural America. 

Location on the open prairie in Plainville, Kansas (population 2,100), our companie.s 
compete globally while residing 200 miles from the nearest major airport and five hours, 
in any direction, from the nearest metropolitan city. 

In 1993 when I launched the Dessin Foumir Companies namesake firm, Dessin Foumir, 
the only issue 1 had was that I did not want to move my family away from Plainville. In 
order for me to “have it all,” 1 decided to set up manufacturing operations in Los Angeles 
because of the tremendous talent pool that exists there for high-end fiimilure 
manufacturing and to maintain a small office and staff in Kansas. The strategy wus that 
we would develop all our management infrastructure and back office operations on the 
West Coast near our manufacturing facility. 

The upside was that our companies were rapidly growing, all of which was good. The 
downside was 1 was traveling 38 weeks out of the year and I was finding it impossible to 
really create the management infrastructure and customer care center in L.A. that our 
burgeoning companies needed. Most of our communication with our showrooms and 
clients w’as via phone and fax, which were all that were technologically available at the 
time in Plainville. 


3o8West Milt PJoinvUle KS 7834 F 783.434. -iCSS www.dcssirifo 
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DessiiiFournirCompanies 


In 2003, our outsourcing from Plainville took an exponential leap forward when 
broadband services were introduced to our area through our service provider, Nex-Tech. 
With this technological advancement, the floodgates of opportunity opened for what we 
could do from our hometown. We quickly relocated all functions, except for the actual 
production of furniture, to Plainville. 

The Dessin Foumir Companies are now composed of six companies, two of which we 
acquired — one in 2001 and the other in 2005. Together, all six companies design and 
produce furniture, lighting, textiles, and wall coverings, which we distribute through 17 
showrooms in major cities across the United States, Canada and Russia. We have four 
offices: L.A., Chicago, New York and, of course, our corporate headquarters in 
Plainville, Kansas. We have 152 staff members, 91 of which are located in our Plainville 
offices where all accounting, legal, marketing, public relations, furniture and textile 
design, industrial design, graphic design, customer care, textile warehousing, and 
architectural lighting manufacturing now occur. 

We import our woven textiles to Plainville from nine European countries, the United 
Kingdom, and the three states of India, Thailand and Vietnam. Currently, we are 
formulating plans to expand selling our products internationally to include London, Hong 
Kong and Dubai. As we grow these international markets and refine our production and 
communication processes, our technology demands will grow, requiring more 
sophisticated and reliable services which we can control from Plainville. 

What is most important about all of this is not what we do, to whom we sell our products, 
or for that matter, the recognition we have received from our clients and peers. What is 
most important is that we do all of this from our home in Plainville, Kansas. Of course, 
one key component to allow us to do this in rural Kansas is broadband technology. 

Rural Telephone and Nex-Tech have demonstrated their commitment for improving the 
quality of life in rural Kansas. I ask that you please consider their applications for 
expansion of broadband service. 



Chuck Comeau 
Co-founder and CEO 
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April 13, 2009 


NORTHWEST KANSAS LIBRARY SYSTEM 

2 Washington Square • P.O. Box 446 
Norton, Kansas 67654 - 0446 
Tolt Free 1-800-432-28SS 
Tetephone (913) S77-S148 


Larry E Sevier, CEO 
Rural Telephone 
PO Box 158 
Lenora, KS 67645 

Dear Mr. Sevier; 

As a regional library system serving ten counties in the rural area of northwest Kansas, we depend 
heavily on good broadband Internet service . With the population of our largest community falling under 
5,0(K), the libraries in northwest Kansas represent very rural areas Quality Internet access is a major 
solution in allowing the rural residents' access to information more readily available to citizens in urban 
locations. Rural Telephone/Nex-Tech has been instrumental n providing the connections needed, but 
there would be more potential with increased broadband access. There continue to be locations where 
the only option for internet service is dial-up, which will not provide ready access to the high-speed 
demands of most web pages and files. 

As the headquarters for the Northwest Kansas Library System, we provide back-up information and 
continuing education for the twenty-one public libraries, nineteen school districts, two academic and 
various private schools and special libraries in the area We have high definition video conferencing 
equipment to participate in continuing education opportunities for our member libraries and the public,. 
It also provides the opportunity to connect to meetings held across the state or country The demand 
for this access requires a separate connection in addition to our DSL for dally business Added access to 
the entire area would enhance the interactive distance learning capabilities of our citizens 

The rural areas of Kansas provide necessary resources; including food sources, manufacturing, education 
and energy, for the benefit of the entire country. It is vital for the continued economy of the area to 
provide the services necessary to allow people to have the quality of life and access to information to 
allow them to remain in rural areas. 

We support Rural Telephone and Nex-Tech in their application for federal funds for the expansion of 
high-speed Internet service to communities and rural areas in Kansa 


Sincerely, 



Northwest Kansas Library Sshytem 



264 


Apiil 13, 2009 

Mr. Larry F . Sevier, CEO 
Rural Telephone 
POBox 158 
Lenora, KS 67645 

Ms Kar en Buss 
3270 N Road 
Bogue,KS 67625 

Dear Mr Sevier; 

I am wr iting this letter in support of Rural Telephone and Nex-T ech’s broadband expansion 
proposals in northwest Kansas I also support your applications for the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009 Broadband Initiative In writing this, I wish to convey my personal 
story and why my family and I need better services online 

I am a single female farmer and rancher with two college-age daughters. I lost my husband to an 
automobile accident a few years ago hr trying to provide for my daughter s resources to fonher 
their educations, and in working to keep out fern viable, I find the lack of high-speed Internet in 
my home very problematic, and at times, dowmight crippling. We currently pay for costly dial-up 
that is so slow that I frequently opt not to even bother with using our computers (despite my many 
farming business needs that could greatly benefit fiom online access), and my daughters, who 
help me with the farm, find they carmot even adequately do their homework for their classes 
when they ate at out house They find this tenrbly frustrating 

This lack of high-speed access has been a frustration to all of us for years, including all tbe years 
my daughters have been in high school . I think now is tbe time to do something about it. For us, 
r ight now, a Web page can take many, many minutes to load, if it will load at all, and this 
presents us with many dilemmas as we go aborrt otu busy lives We have livestock and farming 
matters that, as I'm sure you can imagine, are always pressing. We do not have time to waste on 
technological inadequacies, nor is it convenient for us to go elsewhere to get online. 

If we were able to get high-speed Internet at our home, several critical problems would be solved 
for us. My dairghter s could efficiently handle their college cour se wor k, keep their gr ades up and 
prepare for their futures, and at the same time be more available to help me with oiu farming and 
ranching business I would be able to do research and purchase things I need for out business, 
handle financial matters, and communicate with my fellow farmers and ranchers here and 
elsewhere with much more efficiency These are not easy times for anyone, and in my business, 
carving out time to do all foe things foal are necessary is literally a daily challenge. 

Please do everything you can to make high-speed Internet available to my daughters and me. I am 
hoping and praying your efforts will be successful. Our lives and futures depend on it 



Karen Buss 
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Melissa S. Lindenman 
1114 Z Road 
Morland, KS 67650 

April 6, 2009 

Rural Utilities Services 

United States Department of Agriculture 

1400 Independence Ave S,W. 

Washington, DC 20250-0747 

To Whom It May Concern 

This letter is to support the broadband expansion proposals for Northwest Kansas by Rural Telephone 
and Nex-Tech. The millions of dollars already invested in the area has created jobs and helped to bring 
young people back to the area. Even with this there are still many areas underserved. 

Rural Telephone recently completed the Fiber to the Home technology in the rural area that I live in 
Prior to this technology we had very slow dial-up service Having this broadband technology has 
provided me a means to return to college and complete my degree in Education, Without broadband 
service it would not be possible for me to do so as I would have to drive more than 90 miles one way to 
attend classes With small children I would not be able to do so at this time 

My husband returned to this rural community to farm with his father and carry on the family farm into 
the future. Being young farmers is difficult in these times Having broadband technology available on 
the farm is great for research of new products, checking on markets, as well as shopping Now many 
products that we would have to drive many miles to even look at can be researched on the internet to 
determine if a trip is truly necessary The access to weather radars, weather alerts and tracking at the 
dick of a button Is a huge plus to them 

Living on the farm means we are 23 miles from the school that my son attends as well as the closest 
library. With the broadband technology we are able to access libraries and other resources to do school 
projects. The technology also allows us the access to the interactive technology the school is using for 
grades, attendance, and other notifications. The access to other great resources available to help 
educate your children or get extra help if a child is struggling is something that is very valuable to me . 
Without broadband service this would not be available to many of the rural children in the area 
Currently there are many students that attend school with my son who live only a few miles from us 
who are unserved or underserved It would be great for more families to have the opportunity for the 
advanced technology that we have been blessed with 

I am confident in Rural Telephone and Nex-Tech to continue to find ways to get this technology to 
everyone they can serve , Please take a portion of the $2,5 billion allocated through the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 to help Rural Telephone, Nex-Tech and other companies 
expand this great technology to all those rural families and students Help make those education 
dreams come true. 

Sincerely, 

Melissa Lindenman 
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The Honorable Greg Walden 

1. Mr. Shorman, do you think the NTIA and RUS programs would have reflected a 
better use of taxpayer dollars if they had been designed exclusively for unserved 
areas? Do you think the entire S7 billion could have been used to provide service to 
unserved areas? 

Taxpayer dollars would have been much better spent on reaching the 7 million homes today that 
do not have access to broadband. Broadband is a crucial driver of jobs and economic recovery, 
particularly in rural America. Quality broadband service should be available to all regions of the 
country, including the least densely populated areas. I also supported some of the $7 billion 
going to increase broadband adoption. 

2. Mr. Shorman, given how awards have been provided to areas that are already 
served, how does that alter your future investment plans to expand service? Do you 
have any doubts whether the government will provide additional loans or grants in 
the future to competitors in areas you currently provide service? 

By injecting this level of BIP funding into our existing service area, on top of the tens of millions 
that RTS receives every year in USF support, the govermnent is effectively penalizing our small 
company, which to date has invested $20 million in the area to provide world-class broadband 
service. It is clear to us that we are going to be spending fewer dollars on infrastructure 
investment in Hays and surrounding areas, and instead will be focusing on customer retention 
against overwhelming odds. RTS has approached every Hays resident and asked for permission 
to install - for free - network boxes on each residence in preparation for its buildout They are 
offering customers the chance to win free TVs, laptops, and iPads. In addition, RTS is now 
advertising two months of free service and Hi-DefrDVR free for one year (see attached eight 
page, color mailing to Hays residents). RTS has stated publicly that it anticipates tremendous 
response to these efforts. 

And we do have doubts about whether the other areas in which we compete will be the subject of 
additional loans or grants, particularly since the RUS has just announced that it is restarting its 
Farm Bill broadband loan program, another program rife with a history of subsidized 
overbuilding. 

3. Mr. Shorman, the claim was that the broadband stimulus program would increase 
broadband deployment and create jobs. From your experience, is the program 
reaching the unserved? Is it promoting or jeopardizing jobs? 

My experience with the RUS Broadband Initiatives Program is one of great concern to me. 
Instead of creating permanent jobs, it threatens the jobs of our 277 employees, many of whom 
live in the very community the award was intended to benefit, oflsetting any new jobs created by 
the funded project, and undermining one broadband provider in the area to benefit another. 

While it may be supporting some new broadband deployment, it is not bringing new broadband 
deployment in Hays and it threatens the private deployment of broadband and the $20 million 
investment by my company and employees. And that does not seem right. Taxpayer dollars 
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should first and foremost be aimed at reaching the unserved, those who need broadband in the 
first instance to participate in the global economy and to succeed in rural America. 
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Questions for the Record from Members of the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, House of Representatives 
Mark Goldstein, Government Accountability Office Responses 


Questions from the Honorable Greg Walden: 


1. Mr. Goldstein, how many duplicative federal communications subsidy programs exist? 
In addition to the $7 billion in these NTIA and RUS programs, isn’t there also the 
Rural Broadband Access Loan and Loan Guarantee Program, the Community Connect 
Grant Program, the Distance Learning and Telemedicine grant program, and the 
Public Television Digital Transition grant program? And then there’s the S9 hillion per 
year universal service fund that some are saying should be shifted to broadband? How 
much is being spent in total by all of these programs? Do any of these programs 
coordinate with each other? 


The Department of Agriculture’s (USDA) Rural Utilities Service (RUS) and the Federal 
Communications Commission (FCC) manage programs that provide funding for various rural 
communications initiatives. The amount of funding made available by these programs ranges 
considerably with the smallest grant program (RUS’s Public Television Digital Transition) 
providing approximately $5 million in fiscal year 2009, and FCC’s Universal Service Fund 
(USF) providing roughly $7.3 billion for several program areas in that same year. We identify 
the total amount of funding for each program for the most recent fiscal year in which data are 
available below. We have not assessed the extent to which the RUS and FCC communications 
programs you mentioned are duplicative in nature or coordinate with each other. However, if the 
committee is interested in this topic, we can pursue future work in this area. 


RUS rural communication programs: 

• Rural Broadband Access Loan and Loan Guarantee Program provides funding for the 
constmction, improvement, and acquisition of facilities and equipment for broadband 
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service in eligible rural communities. In March 2009, the USDA Inspector General 
reported that since 2001, RUS had lent approximately $1.35 billion to loan recipients for 
mral broadband projects. RUS made no awards through this program in fiscal year 2010; 
however officials reported that the agency obligated $74.3 million to existing loan 
borrowers to replace existing loan funds that were to set to expire. 

• Community Connect Grant Program funds broadband on a “community-oriented 
connectivity” basis to currently unserved rural areas for the purpose of fostering 
economic growth and delivering enhanced health care, education, and public safety 
services. From fiscal year 2005 through 2009, RUS awarded approximately $57 million 
for such projects, including those providing free access to and/or instraction in the use of 
broadband service through local community centers. RUS did not make Community 
Cormect grant awards in fiscal year 2010 because a larger amoimt of funding for the 
Broadband Initiatives Program (BIP) was made available through the American Recovery 
and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA)' to achieve a similar purpose, according to RUS 
officials. 

• Distance Learning and Telemedicine Program makes grants for telemedicine and distance 
learning services in rural areas, including projects that provide telecommunications- 
enabled information, audio and video equipment, and related technologies that extend 
educational and medical applications into rural locations. RUS has awarded more than 
$340 million in grant funds for such projects since 1993, including more than $34 million 
in fiscal year 2010. 

• Public Television Digital Transition Grant Program makes grants to public television 
stations serving raral areas to help acquire, lease, and/or install facilities and software 
necessary for the digital transition. From 2006 through 2010, USDA awarded almost $25 
million in grants to public television stations, including about $4.6 million in fiscal year 
2010. 


FCC rural communication programs supported by USF: 


'Pub.L.No. 111-5, 123 Slat. 115(2009). 
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• In 2009, the FCC managed Universal Service Fund (USF) disbursed roughly $7.3 billion 
to subsidize telephone and other communications services through four programs. In 
particular, the High Cost program subsidizes companies serving rural and high-cost areas. 
The Low-Income, E-rate, and Rural Health Care programs subsidize telephone bills and 
communications services for low-income consumers, schools and libraries, and mral 
health care providers, respectively.^ The National Broadband Plan, released in March 
2010, by an FCC task force, calls for modifying USF to support greater deployment of 
more expensive broadband technologies.^ Similarly, the USF-supported Rural Health 
Care Program now includes a pilot program which provides roughly $418 million over 
three years to selected projects for designing and installing regional and state broadband 
networks that serve raral health care providers, as well as the costs of advanced 
telecommunications and information services that ride over those networks."* 


2. Mr. Goldstein, how important are performance measures? Are you confident we will 
have a quantifiable metric whether these programs have increased broadband access or 
adoption, and, if so, how much we spent for each additional consumer accessed or 
served? 


Performance measures are a critical tool mandated by Congress to demonstrate progress made in 
meeting agency goals and to inform management decision making. The Government 
Performance and Results Act of 1993 (GPRA) directs federal agencies to establish objective, 
quantifiable, and measurable goals within annual performance plans.^ GPRA stresses the 
importance of having clearly stated goals, objectives, performance targets, and measures in order 
to improve a program’s effectiveness, accountability, and service delivery. Specifically, 
performance measures allow an agency to track its progress in achieving intended results. 

^GAO, Opportunities to Reduce Potential Duplication in Government Programs, Save Tax Dollars, and Enhance 
Revenue, GAO-ll-318SP(Washmgton,D.C.:Mar. 1,2011), 

^Federal Communications Commission, Connecting America: The National Broadband Plan (rel. Mar. 16, 2010). 

“'GAO, Telecommunications: FCC 's Performance Management Weaknesses Could Jeopardize Proposed Reforms of 
the Rural Health Care Program, GAO-11-27 (Washington, D.C.: Nov. 17, 2010). 

’31U.S.C.§1115, 
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Perforniance measures also can help inform management decisions about such issues as the need 
to redirect resources or shift priorities. 


We previously recommended that the National Telecommunications and Information 
Administration (NTIA) and RUS should use information provided by applicants in the first 
funding round of the ARRA broadband programs to establish quantifiable, outcome-based 
performance goals by which to measure program effectiveness. Although we did not identify the 
specific measures that agencies should use to evaluate program effectiveness, such as metrics for 
broadband access, adoption, or costs per customer served, our recommendations to both agencies 
remain open. NTIA has taken some action on this recommendation, such as creating goals 
related to new network miles and workstations deployed. We will continue to monitor both 
agencies progress in developing appropriate performance measures. 


3. Does the fact that 25 percent of the applications granted went to entities that have never 
been a recipient of Federal grant monies increase the risks of fraud, waste and abuse? 
How significant are those risks? 


The Department of Commerce (DOC) Inspector General reported that about 20 percent of 
NTIA’s awards were to for-profit companies, some of which were first-time federal award 
recipients. NTIA must ensure that all of its awardees meet the terms and conditions of their 
grants including submitting quarterly reports on program expenses, project performance 
information, and properly managing the complex process of drawing down federal grant funds 
for eligible expenses. We have recently reported that successful oversight of grantees depends 
on the management and accountability tools and controls an agency has in place to monitor, 
prevent, and detect abuses by grantees. Such tools include identifying the nature and extent of 
risks and managing those risks to ensure that program objectives are fulfilled. ^ Prior experience 
with government grants or loans is one of several criteria that agencies have used to assess risks 
to determine whether heightened monitoring or technical assistance is needed. Given the large 


^GAO , Grant Monitoring: Department of Education Could Improve Its Processes with Greater Focus on Assessing 
Risks, Acquiring Financial Skills, and Sharing Information, GAO-iO-57 (Washington, D.C.: Nov. 19, 2009). 
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number of Broadband Technology Opportunities Program (BTOP) and BIP grant and loan 
recipients, including many first-time recipients of federal funding, it is important that NTIA and 
RUS identify, prioritize, and manage potential at-risk recipients. Furthermore, since the vast 
majority of BTOP and BIP funding has yet to be expended by awardees, NTIA and RUS will 
need to monitor aU awardees and provide focused oversight over higher-risk projects as 
significant award amounts will be drawn down over the next several years. 


4. You identified some of the risks with programs like the BTOP and BIP: bankruptcies, 
false claims, product substitution, substandard products and subcontracting. Based on 
your experience, what percentage of these grant awards can be expected to have 
problems with waste, fraud, and abuse? What percent of the awarded funds would you 
expect will go unused or be reclaimed? 


The DOC Inspector General identified several risk categories for NTlA’s BTOP awardees, 
including awardees submitting false claims for ineligible or fraudulent expenses, substituting 
substandard products in the construction of projects, and subcontracting fraud, including bribes, 
gratuities, and kick-backs. Due to the variation in federal grant and subsidy programs and the 
various terms and conditions that apply to funding recipients, it is difficult to estimate with any 
accuracy what portion of awatded funds would be expected to experience fraud, waste, or abuse 
in BTOP and BIP. Estimates for unused or reclaimed fund balances are also difficult to estimate 
for similar reasons. However, if the committee has an interest in fumre work evaluating the 
extent to which awardees have fulfilled the conditions of their contracts and deployed projects as 
required, we could conduct this work as soon as awardees have had sufficient time to begin 
implementing projects. 


5. Mr. Goldstein, you have reported that RUS eliminated the designation of last mile 
“remote” projects in the second round. Did this lead to RUS making awards that were 
not remote projects in favor of projects where service already existed? 


5 
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In its second funding round, RUS eliminated the remote and underserved requirement, and 
determined that eligible areas were those in which at least 50 percent of the premises in the area 
did not have access to broadband service at the rate of 5 megabits per second. Such projects 
were required to cover an area that was at least 75 percent rural. In our second report on the 
ARRA broadband programs,^ we evaluated the extent to which NTIA’s and RUS’s application 
reviews substantiated application information, such as technological viability, and found that the 
agencies consistently substantiated information provided by applicants. We have not evaluated 
the agencies’ review processes for the second funding round; such a review would be necessary 
to determine the extent to which RUS’s second round awards were made to projects in areas with 
existing broadband service, rather than in more remote and unserved areas. We can pursue 
further work on this topic, should it be of interest to the committee. 

6. Mr. Goldstein, you state that the RUS plans to use its existing oversight framework that 
it uses for its existing grant and loan program. Given the problems Inspector General 
Fong has reported on regarding the RUS, is this an effective oversight plan to prevent 
the similar defaults and deobligations that RUS has experienced in the past with its 
programs? 


In its 2005 review of RUS broadband grant and loan programs, the USDA Inspector General 
questioned the expenditure of $340 million of loan and grant funding for various reasons, 
including loan defaults, and cited instances where RUS awarded funds to projects in 
communities near large cities, rather than in rural communities lacking preexisting broadband 
service. We have reported that RUS intends to replicate the oversight fiamework for its existing 
programs for BIP, and this plan presents staffing and resource challenges to the agency. For 
example, the agency’s staff will need to conduct site visits in remote locations to monitor project 
development, but a lack of resources will pose challenges to this type of oversight. RUS intends 
to rely on existing staff and believes it has sufficient resources; however, RUS field staff 
members have other duties in addition to oversight of BIP projects. We previously recommended 


^GAO, RecoveiyAct: Further Opportunities Exist to Strengthen Oversight of Broadband Stimulus Programs, GAO- 
10-823 (Washington, D.C.: Aug. 4, 2010). 
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that NTIA and RUS should develop contingency plans to ensure sufficient resources for 
oversight of funded projects beyond fiscal year 2010. To address our recommendation, RUS 
extended its contract with ICF Internationa! to provide BIP program support through 2013 and it 
extended of the terra of employment through fiscal year 201 1 for 25 temporary employees 
assigned to assist with the oversight of BIP projects. 


Questions from the Honorable Henry A. Waxman: 


1. Mr. Goldstein, Ms. Fong testified that because of close coordination with GAO, the 
Agriculture IG decided that it would not review Recovery Act programs until GAO 
finished its work in this area. Can you tell us about the level of collaboration between 
GAO and the representatives from the Agriculture Inspector General’s office prior to, 
and during your review of the broadband programs? 


We met with representatives from the USDA Inspector General’s (IG) office on July 8, 2009. 
During this meeting, we discussed oversight of RUS’s Broadband Initiatives Program. In 
addition to this meeting, representatives from the IG’s office attended three substantive meetings 
we conducted with program officials from RUS as part of our two reports on the broadband 
programs. 


2. Can you tell us about the level of collaboration between GAO and the Agriculture IG 
after your reports were issued? 


We have not met with representatives from the USDA IG’s office subsequent to issuance of our 
most recent report on BIP, GAO- 10-823, which we released on August 4, 2010. 


3. Can you tell us about the level of collaboration between GAO and the Agriculture IG 
since the programs concluded on September 30, 2010? 
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We have not met with representatives from the USDA IG’s office subsequent to the conclusion 
of BIP on September 30, 2010. 


Question from the Honorable Diana DeGette: 


1. Based on what you have seen, do satellite-based Internet service providers present a 
better way to prevent overbuilding in unserved areas? Do satellite-based Internet 
service providers offer any inherent benefits with it comes to monitoring and overseeing 
grant programs on this scale and maintaining program integrity? 


As a function of satellite broadband technology, a single satellite broadband provider may 
provide nationwide service, including to areas considered to be unserved by other technologies. 
Currently, several firms provide nationwide broadband satellite service, and RUS awarded a total 
of $100 million to four broadband satellite providers to connect premises in rural areas left 
unserved by other technologies. From an oversight perspective, it would be less burdensome for 
the agencies to monitor fewer grants rather than more grants to maintain program integrity. 


Questions from the Honorable Edward J. Markev: 

1. Does ARRA contain provisions that would prohibit NTIA and RUS from deobligating 
funds from awardees? 

ARRA® allows NTIA to deobligate awards if the recipient of a grant demonstrates an insufficient 
level of performance or wasteful or fraudulent spending. Additionally, both NTIA and RUS 
have reserved the right to deobligate awards made under their respective broadband programs 
under these conditions. 


*Pub. L. No. 111-5, 123 Stat. 115 (2009). 
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Specifically, Section 6001(i)(4) of ARRA provides that NTIA: 


“(4) may, in addition to other authority under applicable law, deobligate awards to grantees that 
demonstrate an msufficient level of performance, or wasteful or fraudulent spending, as defined 
in advance by the Assistant Secretary, and award these funds competitively to new or existing 
applicants consistent with this section . , 


Under section 6001(d)(2) of ARRA, NTIA must ensure that all awards are made by September 
30,2010.'^ 


In implementing their broadband programs, both NTIA and RUS, reserved the right to deobligate 
funds under certain conditions. For example, the notice of funding availability and solicitation of 
applications for the first funding round provided: 


“The RUS and NTIA reserve the right to deobligate awards to recipients under this NOFA that 
demonstrate an insufficient level of performance, or wasteful or fraudulent spending, and award 
these funds competitively to new or existing applicants.” 74 Fed. Reg. 33104, 33126 (2009). 


2. What percentage of households does not have broadband service? 


GAO has not gathered data to independently assess the deployment and adoption of broadband 
service since 2006. In May 2006, we reported that 28 percent — or about 30 million — ^American 
households subscribed to broadband service;'® we based this finding on data derived from a 


’RUS also had a time constraint on the award of funds. Specifically, section 1603 of division A of ARRA provides 
that “All funds appropriated in this Act shall remain available for obligation until September 30, 2010, unless 
expressly provided otherwise in this Act.” Reference to “this Act" refers only the provisions in division A. See 
section 4 of ARRA. 

^^GAO, Telecommunications: Broadband Deployment Is Extensive throughout the United States, but It Is Difficult 
to Assess the Extent of Deployment Gaps in Rural Areas, GAO-06-426 (Washington, D.C.: May 5, 2006). 
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survey of approximately 1 ,500 randomly-sampled households conducted from Febmaiy through 
April 2005, We also reported that the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) data may 
not provide a highly accurate depiction of the deployment of broadband service to households in 
some areas. Subsequent to our report, FCC, NTIA, and the Pew Research Center (Pew) issued 
reports with more recent data on the deployment and adoption of broadband service. 


FCC, NTIA, and Pew gathered data that indicate that approximately 95 percent of households 
have access to broadband service and approximately two-thirds subscribe to broadband service. 
While each organization relies on different data and methodologies, the results are generally 
consistent. Below we provide a brief description of the methodology and results from the FCC, 
NTIA, and Pew reports. 


• In its Sixth Broadband Deployment Report, released on July 20, 2010, FCC reported that 
7 million housing units lacked access to broadband service and 35 percent of adults did 
not use broadband service at home.'' To arrive at its conclusions, FCC relied on a 
methodology comprised of three elements; these elements were (1) a model of broadband 
availability for both wired and wireless technologies developed for the National 
Broadband Plan, (2) an analysis of FCC’s Form 477 data gathered every six months from 
broadband providers, and (3) a survey of end-users of the Internet. According to the 
Census Bureau, in July 2009, the United States had approximately 1 30 million housing 
units; thus, FCC’s finding that 7 million housing units lacked access to broadband service 
implies that about 5 percent of housing units do not have access to broadband service. 
Therefore, FCC’s results indicate that approximately 95 percent of housing units have 
access to broadband service and 65 percent of adults use broadband service at home. 


Inquiry Concerning the Deployment of Advanced Telecommunications Capabilities to All Americans in a 
Reasonable and Timely Fashion, and Possible Steps to accelerate Such Deployment Pursuant to Section 706 of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996, Amended by the Broadband Data Improvement Act, Report, 25 FCC Red. 9556 
(20 JO) (Sixth Broadband Deployment Report). 
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• On February 17, 201 1, NTIA released results from its National Broadband Map and 
Internet Usage Survey;'^ the agency reported that between 5 to 10 percent of Americans 
lacked access to broadband service and 68 percent of households used broadband Internet 
in the home. NTIA gathered data on the deployment of broadband service through the 
State Broadband Data and Development Grant Program; NTIA reported that each state, 
territory and the District of Columbia (or their designees) collected data from broadband 
providers or other sources as part of this program. NTIA’s data on the use of broadband 
come from the Census Bureau’s October 2010, Current Population Survey. 


• On August 1 1, 2010, Pew released its Home Broadband 2010 report and found that 66 
percent of adults used a high-speed Internet connection at home. Pew based its findings 
on telephone interviews conducted between April and May 2010, among a sample of 
2,252 adults. 


In addition to these reports, in a September 2010 report,'^ we discussed findings from data 
gathered by the Organisation for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD). The OECD 
data indicated that, as of January 1 , 2010, broadband had been deployed to more than 95 percent 
of households. In addition, the United States had 26.4 subscriber lines per 100 inhabitants. 


^“NTIA, Commerce 's NTIA Unveils National Broadband Map and New Broadband Adoption Survey Results 
(Washington, D.C., Febmaiy 17, 2011). 

[http;//www.ntiadoc.gov/press/2011/NationaIBroadbandMap_02172011 html] 

^^GAO, Telecommunications: National Broadband Plan Reflects the Experience of Leading Countries, but 
Implementation Will Be Challenging, GAO-10-825 (Washington, D.C.: September 14, 2010). 
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The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 


1. How big is the area of service that Eagle disputes? Specifically, what percentage of 
the proposed coverage area does Hays, Kansas represent for the project awarded to 
Rural Telephone Service Co? 

Eagle is concerned only with the use of the RUS’ $101 million broadband award in Hays, 
Kansas, one of the best-served and most competitive communities in the United States. While 
Hays may span 8 miles of the total 4,600 square mile project area, it contains almost half of the 
households included in the entire project area. The Kansas Corporation Commission report in 
January 2011 showed that broadband service is available to 99.99% ofthe 11,193 total 
households in Ellis County, where Hays is the county seat. These services in Ellis County - 
including Hays ~ included access throughout to broadband speeds of 3-6 mbps downstream and 
at least 512 kbps upstream. 

Hays residents and businesses already have access to broadband service of up to 100 mbps via 
fiber, cable modem and wireless technologies today from Eagle, as a result of its investment of 
$20 million in private capital. AT &T also offers high-speed broadband service throughout the 
community, as does RTS’ own affiliate Nex-Tech. To be specific, the Rural Telephone/Nex- 
Tech serx'ice existing in Hays ALREADY meets the standard set forth under the BIP. So not 
only is Hays served, but it is already served by the reeipient of the BIP funding. 

The awardee has announced that it plans to overbuild each and every one of those households 
with government subsidized money - offering each of our customers a free network box installed 
on their home in anticipation of their build and the ability to enter any one of a number of 
drawings for free iPads, TVs, and laptops months in advance of their installation. In addition, 
RTS is now advertising two months free service and free Hi-De£/DVR for one year (see attached 
8-page color mailing to residents of Hays). 

2. Do you believe it would be economically feasible for RTS to offer service to only 
unserved territories? 

Yes. RTS and its subsidiaries today are serving communities throughout western Kansas. It is 
not a new entrant. RTS is the beneficiary of $101 million in BIP loans and grants, more than 
$100 million in USE support for its wireline network and $50 million in USF support for its 
wireless affiliate, as well as millions in funding for at least 32 other RUS projects (including at 
least one previously awarded project in Hays, KS). I would have no objection if RUS had given 
RTS a loan or grant focused solely on unserved areas if it found that the vast amount in subsidies 
RTS is already receiving through federal and state USF programs was still insufficient to fund 
deployment of broadband. But it should not have to rely on driving out the competition in Hays 
with subsidies to sustain its project. 

3. Do most rural projects include a small portion of served areas to ensure that such 
projects are feasible and sustainable over the long-run? 
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It is true that RUS-subsidized broadband loan projects have often involved overbuilding private 
investment. That this has become a standard practice for RUS does not make it right. While it 
may be less objectionable in cases where the areas overbuilt have constituted only a “small 
portion” of served areas, that is not what happened in my case. As noted above. Hays may be 
small in terms of square mileage, but large in terms of the total population of the project and total 
number of households covered. The RUS has engaged in this type of government-subsidized 
overbuilding for years, as evidenced by USDA Inspector General Fong’s testimony at the 
hearing. The RUS, moreover, has often funded complete overbuilds of served areas through its 
loan program (examples include Mitchell, South Dakota). 

RUS has also successfully supported projects that do not include any served areas through its 
Community Connects program, for which RUS just announced another round of funding. I 
believe targeted spending programs like Community Connect aimed at unserved areas make 
tremendous sense. 

4. The Recovery Act requires RUS to give priority to awards for broadband systems 
that will provide end users a choice of more than one service provider. Do you 
believe this prioritization makes sense? 

In Hays, end users already have a choice of more than one service provider, and I support that 
goal. According to the National Broadband Map, Hays residents have access to broadband by 
Eagle, Rural Telephone/Nex-Tech, Verizon, and AT&T. Having said that, I also believe that it is 
critical that RUS deliver on another crucial priority in the Recovery Act: to give priority to 
projects “that provide service to the highest proportion of rural residents that do not have access 
to broadband service.” RTS’ project in western Kansas may cover a wide swath of land, but it 
certainly does not focus taxpayer dollars on the highest proportion of residents that do not have 
access to broadband. Broadband is a crucial driver of economic recovery and global 
competitiveness, and I believe scarce taxpayer dollars should be focused on bringing service to 
the 7 million households that lack access to high speed broadband today. 

5. The RUS funding rules require that only those projects RUS determines to be 
financially feasible and sustainable will be eligible for an award. Do you believe this 
requirement makes sense? 

I do; taxpayer money should be spent wisely. But if the only way to make a loan feasible is to 
overbuild areas that already are well served, the better course is not to provide the loan. RUS is 
not a commercial lender — it represents the interests of American taxpayers and it should not be 
putting itself in situations where it has a vested interest in the success of one competitor and the 
failure of others, as it did in Hays. The better course in those situations would be for RUS to 
provide loans or grants that are targeted to reaching unserved areas. 

6. I understand that Eagle applied for funding under the Broadband Initiatives 
Program during the winter 2010 funding round to connect its current systems in the 
Abilene, Kansas area to its systems in the Marion, Kansas area. 

a. Please specify how much grant funding Eagle requested for this project? 
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Eagle requested a loan amount of $1,644,354 and a grant amount of $3,836,826, for a total of 
$5,481,180, (xmsistent with other second round applications. 

b. Did the application propose to extend broadband services to rural areas? 

Yes, the entire area we proposed to invest in is considered rural. The shortest number of miles to 
a non-rural area was 40. To compare, Hays, which comprises nearly half of the households in 
the RTS application, is a non-rural area. 

c. Are there any other broadband providers in the Marion, KS area? If so, 
please identify the other broadband providers in Marion, KS. 

At the time we applied, we did not believe there was adequate broadband service in Marion KS 
as described in the RUS Broadband Initiatives Program. There were four providers: Eagle 
(DOCIS 1. 0-2.0), AT&T (DSL), Tri County Telephone (wireless internet), and DTN (wireless 
Internet). Among other things, we believed that although there were four providers in Marion, 
the providers were not meeting the minimum broadband speed goal set out in the NOFA 
(broadband service at the rate of 5 Mbps combined) and we considered it to be “underserved” as 
opposed to Hays which we believe has service that meets and exceeds the minimum broadband 
goals. 


d. It is my understanding that Eagle withdrew its application for this 
project. Piease explain why Eagle withdrew. 

That is correct. We received private financing for most of our project and therefore withdrew the 
application. 

7. Please specify the speed(s) and price($) offered by Eagle Communications for 

broadband Internet service prior to July 2009. Please specify the same information 
after July 2009. 

a. Abilene Cluster- Pre July 2009 256K/256K @ $22.95 and 768K/512K @ $25.95 
2MB/512K $39.95 

b. Abilene Cluster Post July 2009 256K/256K @ $22.95 and 768K/5 12K @ $25.95 
3MB/512K $39.95. 

c. Abilene Cluster Current; 1MB/512K @ 25.95, 6MB/512K @ 42.95, 10MB/512K 
@49.95 

d. Hays Cluster Pre July 2009: 256k/256k @ 19.95, 768/512k @ 22.95, 3MB/512K 
@ 39.95, 6MB/512K @ $49.95 
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e. Hays Cluster Current: 1MB/512K @ 22.95, 6MB/512K @ 42.95, 10MB/512K @ 
49.95, 20MB/512K @ 79.95, 50MB/512K @ 99,95, 100M+ fiber connections 
quoted on request 

For all packages above: Additional upload speeds available. 100M+ fiber connections quoted on 
request. Packages a,b, and d are listed with bundled pricing, ala carte $ 1 0 more per month. 

8. During the hearing, over 20 letters from community members in support of Rural 
Telephone Service Company’s application were submitted into the official record. Do you 
have views as to why the RTS application received such broad support in Hays, Kansas? 

I do not know why these community members submitted letters to RUS, nor do I know what 
steps RTS took to encourage those letters to be submitted. 
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The Honorable Phyllis K. Fong 
Inspector General 
U.S. Department of Agriculture 
Room 1 17- W Jamie Whitten Bldg. 

1400 Independence Avenue, S.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20250 

Dear Ms. Fong: 

Thank you for appearing before the Subcommittee on Communications and Technology on 
February 10, 201 1, to testify at the hearing entitled “ARRA Broadband Spending.” 

Pursuant to the Rules of the Committee on Energy and Commerce, the hearing record remains 
open for ten business days to permit Members to submit additional questions to witnesses, which are 
attached. The format of your responses to these questions should be as follows: (1 ) the name of the 
Member whose question you are addressing, (2) Ae complete text of the question you are addressing in 
bold, and then (3) your answer to that question in plain text. 

To facilitate the printing of the hearing record, please respond to these questions by mail by the 
close of business on Friday, March 1 1 , 201 1 . Please also e-maii your responses to the Legislative Clerk 
in Word format at AI1ison.B usbe e@mail.house.gov . 

Thank you again for your time and effort fx-eparing and delivering testimony before the 
Subcommittee. 


Sincerely, 



Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 


cc: The Honorable Anna G. Eshoo, Ranking Member, 


Attachments 
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The Honorable Greg Walden 

(1) Mr. Walden: Do you think it would be helpful if the standards and process for 
de-obligating funds were less ambiguous and consistent for both agencies and the 
respective OIG? Under current law, is the decision to de-obligate funds by the RUS and 
NTIA Administrators discretionary? Is there a clear standard? Could an award recipient 
continue to spend money even if you have found waste, fraud, or abuse, and even if you 
have recommended remedial action? If the standards are subjective, won't that potentially 
cause unfair outcomes for grant recipients in the different programs based on which 
standard is applied to them? 

Response: Our 2005 audit report addressed this issue in part. In our report, we stated that 
RUS established a general policy that broadband service providers have up to 3 years to 
draw down all obligated funds. This period is not statutory or regulatory in nature and, 
according to RUS, depends on the grantee’s or the borrower’s project needs. According to 
RUS, appropriations bills generally authorize the agency to de-obligate and re-obligate 
funds during the life of the bill; and there were no limitations on this authority for the 
Broadband Initiatives Program (BIP) program in the Recovery Act, The Recovery Act 
allowed for obligations from Febmary 17, 2009 through September 30, 2010 and all BIP 
obligations occurred during this timeframe. For information regardmg NTIA’s authority to 
de-obligate funds, we recommend contacting the Department of Commerce. 

Under current law, the decision to de-obligate funds by RUS Administrators is 
discretionary. It is our understanding that when RUS suspects that a grantee or borrower 
has committed fraud, it ceases additional funding of the project until the issue is resolved. 
RUS will cease funding to broadband recipients if it has cause, such as those identified via 
RUS’ own internal reviews or OIG reviews that disclose fraud, waste, or abuse. If a 
completed review demonstrates that funds have been improperly used or fraud has 
occurred, then RUS may take actions to de-obligate any unused or non-expended funds. 

The recipient, however, may continue its operations and fulfillment of the RUS loan or 
grant purposes to the extent that RUS determines it to be in the Government’s best interest. 

We have not performed audit work to assess whether unfair outcomes between RUS and 
NTIA for ARRA broadband funding could occur. 

(2) Mr. Walden: When you make a recommendation on how a program might minimize 
waste, fraud, or abuse, are they always implemented in a timely fashion, or at all? Do 
you think a congressional reporting requirement like in the staff discussion draft would be 
helpful? Should we also set a deadline for the program administrators to make a decision on 
your recommendations? 

Response: Typically, our recoimnendations are implemented after a period of time or 
when alternative corrective actions agreed to by OIG are implemented by the agency. 
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They are not, however, always implemented timely. For example, in our 2005 audit RUS 
wanted to postpone implementing our recommendations until the completion of the 2008 
Farm Bill. RUS wanted the delay in order to facilitate the coordination of our 
recommendations with the broadband provisions in the legislation. We agreed to the 
requested postponement; 10 of the 14 recommendations remain open. 

Congress has already put in statute a 6-month deadline for heads of Federal agencies to 
come to management decisions on all findings and recommendations set forth in an audit 
report.' Additionally, OIG currently reports to Congress on the status of unresolved 
recommendations (those without agreed-to corrective actions within 6 months of report 
issuance) in its Semiannual Reports to Congress, as of March 3U* and September 30''' of 
each fiscal year. Full implementation of the agreed-to corrective actions is called final 
action. If agreed-to corrective actions cannot be reached with 1 35 to 150 days after report 
issuance, our office may elevate the issue to the respective Under Secretary or Deputy 
Secretary. According to Departmental Regulation 1720-1, final action should be completed 
within 1 year of the date of management decision to preclude being listed in the 
Department’s annual Performance and Accountability Report. Based on these statutory and 
regulatory requirements, we do not think additional Congressional action is necessary 
regarding implementation of our audit recommendations. 


(3) Mr. Walden: Does the fact that 25 percent of the applications granted went to 
entities that have never been a recipient of Federal grant monies increase the risks of 
fraud, waste and abuse? How significant are those risks? 

Response: There is the possibility of an elevated risk of fraud, waste, and abuse with 
applicants that do not have a history of performance on Federal assistance awards. Due 
diligence, outreach, training, monitoring, and oversight on the part of RUS during the life of 
the grant would be necessary to mitigate such risks. 

(4) Mr. Walden: The program rules allow for modifications of projects. Do your 
respective agencies have a process in place to notify the public of significant 
modifications of project plans? For example, is there a challenge period before 
modifications are adopted? Do you have an oversight role for project modifications? 

What happens to the obligated money if a modification is not approved? 

Response: Our September 2005 audit report did not focus on a review of the project 
modification process. However, we found that one grantee made a material change to the 
system design and scope of work without notifying the agency. The grantee had been 
required to notify the agency about the material change according to agency policies and 
the grant agreement. We recommended that RUS recover the SI. 9 million that was 
advanced to this grantee and de-obligate the remaining $762,000 in grant funds. This topic 
will be considered as we plan our upcoming broadband work. 

(5) Mr. Walden: Are you looking at the size of awards and their consistency with the 


' See Pub. L. No. 104-106, §8 10, February 10, 1996. 
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overall program goals? For example, does it make sense that the RUS awarded $100 
million split between a grant and a loan for one project in a Kansas town of 23,000 
households already served by two broadband providers, compared with $50 million in 
total awards for the entire state of Oregon? 

Response: The relative dollar amount or size of broadband loans or grants was not part of 
our 2005 and 2009 audit scope. In our upcoming work on broadband, we will explore the 
feasibility of assessing the amounts of obligations relative to the numbers of households 
served. 

(6) Mr. Walden: If you find that an award recipient is using the funds to build in an area 
not approved for the project, what steps do you take or require the agency to take? Do you 
have authority to prohibit funding in that area? Does the agency have to abide by any 
recommendations or findings you make? What action would it trigger from your office? 

Response: If we found that an award recipient was using funds to build broadband capacity 
in an area not approved for the project or in an ineligible rural area, we would report the 
finding to RUS as an unauthorized use of funds. If RUS agrees with our finding, it is 
required by Rural Development regulations to classify the funding as unauthorized and 
initiate immediate recovery efforts. If RUS does not agree with our finding or 
recommendation, we could elevate the issue for decision to the Undersecretary for Rural 
Development and then to the Deputy Secretary of Agriculture. A decision by the Deputy 
Secretary would constitute the Department's final decision. 

(7) Mr. Walden: Ms. Fong, your 2005 audit of the existing RUS broadband program 
found that 66 percent of the projects were in areas with preexisting access even though 
the law requires funds to be used first for eligible rural communities in whieh broadband 
service is not available to residential customers. Your 2009 audit found that 34 of the 37 
approved applications were in areas with at least one broadband provider. Is there a 
pattern of overbuilding? Do you think anything has changed? What are your concerns 
with the broadband loan program going forward? 

Response: Our 2005 and 2009 audit reports did not specifically conclude that there was a 
pattern of overbuilding. However, we do have concerns related to final action not being 
achieved on recommendations in our 2005 report, as summarized in our 2009 report, that 
address the conditions in your question. 

It should be noted that 2 of the 10 unresolved recommendations directly address this issue 
but have yet to be implemented by RUS. Those recommendations are: 

• Cease providing loans to competing broadband providers until RUS has 
reviewed past loans made in competitive environments. That review should 
determine if these loans have given funded providers an unfair financial 
advantage over those without RUS funds, or have otherwise adversely and 
materially affected the success of these loans; and 
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• RUS should determine if its practice of issuing loans to competing 
broadband providers should continue and take appropriate action. 

As we conduct our upcoming audit of RUS’ broadband initiatives, we will determine what 
alternative corrective actions RUS implemented to mitigate the risks of overbuilding or 
creating unfair competitive environments for broadband projects. 


(8) Mr. Walden; Ms. Fong, your 2009 audit reported that 10 percent of RUS 
broadband funding between 2001 and 2008 was de-obligated. You also determined 1 1 
loans totaling $48 million were in default. Would you expect a similar de-obligation rate 
for this program? What was the most common reason loans went into default or were de- 
obligated? Do you believe RUS lending practices - which you highlight, were 
predominantly not going to the remote locations - were a contributing factor in their high 
rate of de-obligations and default? 

Response: We stated in our 2009 report that the reasons why some broadband borrowers 
had their funding de-obligated included; 

• Companies decided to change the planned technology (requires a new 
application); 

• Companies were unable to meet the credit support requirement; and 

• The effect of increased competition, business plan changes, and an inability 
to meet market penetration goals. 

During the implementation of RUS’ Recovery Act Broadband Program, we did not see any 
evidence that would lead us to believe that the default rate for RUS broadband loans would 
be any lower than it had been prior to the Recovery Act. To mitigate the risk of defaults, 
we are aware that RUS has contracted with a consulting firm to assist its loan specialists to 
better review and assess applications for RUS’ Recovery Act broadband funding for 
eligibility and credit worthiness. 

(9) Mr. Walden: Ms. Fong, the statute authorizes the RUS to use BIP funds for a 
project as long as at least 75 percent of the project area is rural. Of the BIP funds 
allocated to date, how many projects include project areas that are not rural? Of those 
projects areas that are not rural, how many would be considered urban? 

Response: We have not yet performed audit work related to broadband projects funded by 
the Recovery Act. RUS informed us that about $600 million of the $3.3 billion obligated 
for Recovery Act broadband projects involved projects that provided service to both rural 
and non-rural areas. We plan to verify this information during our upcoming audit of 
broadband activities. 
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The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

(1) Mr. Waxman: During your testimony you stated that because GAO was conducting 
a multi-department review of broadband that included USDA, your office decided it 
would not review relevant Recovery Act programs until GAO had finished its work. 

a. Please describe the level of collaboration between GAO and your staff prior to, 
and during, your review of the broadband programs. 

b. Please also describe the level of collaboration between your staff and GAO after 
the GAO reports were issued. 

c. Please describe the level of collaboration between you and GAO since the 
Recovery Act programs concluded on September 30, 2010. 

d. Please describe the level of collaboration between you and GAO since the 
hearing. 

Response: When the Recovery Act was passed, USDA OIG initiated audit work for all 
programs receiving Recovery Act funds. That included planned work in the RUS’ 
broadband program. WTien GAO took the lead on broadband work, we coordinated with 
GAO on numerous occasions and shared our continued assessment of RUS’ broadband 
program. 

During that initial period, we coordinated with GAO to detenmine their plans for Recovery 
Act broadband review(s) and to discuss our prior audit coverage and results. We found that 
many of the objectives of our planned review of RUS’ Recovery Act broadband funding, 
including follow-up to our 2005 and 2009 audit report findings and recommendations, 
would be included in GAO’s scope of work on this program. Since we had recently 
performed our second audit of RUS’ broadband program in 5 years and because GAO was 
planning similar work, we deferred to GAO for the initial audit work on RUS’ Recovery 
Act broadband program. 

After RUS finished awarding all of its Recovery Act broadband funds, we reviewed the 
results of GAO’s audit reports on the Recovery Act broadband programs. Based on this 
review, we have refined our objectives for planned future audit work on RUS’ Recovery 
Act broadband program to build on the existing work performed by GAO and to further 
explore conditions identified by GAO. 

In addition, our collaboration continued with GAO as we prepared for this hearing and we 
will continue our collaboration with GAO, the Federal Communications Commission, and 
Commerce OIG as we conduct future broadband work. 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
The Inspector General 

Washington. D.C. 2DS30 


March 18, 2011 

The Honorable Greg Walden 
Chairman 

Subcommittee on Communications and Technology 
Committee on Energy and Commerce 
United Stales House of Representatives 
Washington, DC 20515 

Dear Mr. Chairman: 

On February 10, 201 1, we testified before the subcommittee on the topic of ARRA Broadband 
Spending, This letter transmits our responses to the subcommittee’s questions for the record. 
After consulting with committee staff, we have answered the questions that we could from our 
oversight perspective, and suggest that the remaining questions would be best referred to the 
program office at NTIA. 

If I can be of further assistance, please contact me at (202) 482-4661 . 

Sincerely, 

Todd J. Zinser 


Enclosure 

cc: Ranking Member Anna G. Eshoo 



290 


Enclosure: 

Department of Commerce Inspector General’s Testimony Before the House Committee on 
Energy and Commerce, February 10, 2011 
Office of Inspector General (OIG) Responses to Questions for the Record 


The Honorable Adam EinzSnger 

1. The first stated purpose of the ARRA is to preserve and create jobs and promote 
economic recovery in the U.S. Nevertheless, some of that stimulus money has been 
awarded to foreign companies — denying U.S. companies contracts which could create 
jobs. Can you tell us how much money has been awarded to foreign companies? What 
was the rationale for doing so? In those cases, were U.S. owned companies competing 
for these contracts? Please analyze both grantees and their subcontractors in answering 
this question. 

We believe this is a programmatic question and therefore would be best answered by the 
agency responsible for administering the program. 


I 
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2. Stimulus funds were intended to get “shovel ready” projects underway in short term 
(2 years) and not over a longer (4-S year) period. How many contracts have been 
awarded to stimulate jobs in the short term? How many contracts have been awarded 
which cannot be expected to stimulate the economy and job market because it will take 
a longer term to get systems up and running and deployed? 

The Broadband Technology Opportunities Program (BTOP) is a competitive grant program 
that was authorized by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009. The National 
Telecommunications and Information Administration (NTLA) established BTOP from 
scratch, including developing grant program rules and regulations, coordinating activities 
with other departments and agencies such as the Department of Agriculture and Federal 
Co mmuni cations Co mmi ssion (FCC), and awarding grants. BTOP’s grant application 
process led to NTIA not makmg its first awards until December 2009. To help a dmini ster the 
program, NTIA awarded a contract to Booz Allen Hamilton, which at times provided 
approximately 200 staff to support the project. In total, NTIA awarded around 230 grants 
worth about $3.9 billion to build broadband infrastmcture networks, establish or expand 
public computer centers, and encourage sustainable broadband adoption. 

Only about 5 percent of broadband funds have been spent so far. However, spending will 
increase in the coming months, as most of the BTOP awards — about 70 percent of the 
$3.9 billion — were made between July and September 2010 and grantees have a limited time 
to complete projects. It is to be expected that most funds have not yet been spent, given that 
most of the funds are associated with infrastructure projects. Many of these projects require 
enviromnental assessments, which can take as long as 6 months to complete, and grantees 
have limited access to the grant funds until the assessments are finished. The BTOP-funded 
projects are to be substantially conqtlete (i.e., having met 67 percent of their milestones and 
received 67 percent of their funding) within 2 years and complete within 3 years following 
the date of the issuance of the grant award. In the coming months, grantees will begin 
awarding contracts for the equipment and constmction needed to complete projects. 
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3. What technologies are there which can actually deliver an up and running system 
within the short term (2 years), thus carrying out the intent of the stimulus programs. 
What technologies are only in the pioneer or early development stage and cannot 
deliver an up and running system in the short term? 

Before the BTOP projects were selected for award, the technologies proposed by grantees 
went through a due diligence process to verify feasibihty and readiness for deployment. In 
addition, program rules require projects be substantially complete within 2 years and 
complete within 3 years following the issuance of the grant award. 

The infrastructure technologies that are currently ready and being deployed include the 
following: 

• Wireless broadband technologies. Most of the grantees are focusing on fourth-generation 
(4G) technologies, such as Long-Term Evolution (LTE) and Worldwide Interoperabihty 
for Microwave Access (WiMAX), for buil ding broadband infrastructure. Both of these 
technologies are currently being offered by all major wireless service providers in the 
country. Also, many equipment manufacturers, such as Motorola, are aheady producing 
equipment for these technologies. 

• Fiber-optic technologies. Fiber-optic technologies are the most reliable and widely used 
technologies available today. The technology is ready and deployed in most cities in the 
United States. Fiber has traditionally been deployed in urban areas where demand has 
been high, but due to BTOP fimding, the grantees are proposing to take fiber out to more 
remote areas. 

• Other fiber technologies. Digital Subscriber Line (DSL), cable, and Broadband over 
Power Line (BoPL) are some other examples of fiber-based broadband technologies that 
are well developed and in current use. 

• Satellite-based Internet service providers (ISPs). Satelhte-based ISP service is currently 
available nationally. 
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4. There are rules governing what types of changes can be made to a proposal following 
awards. What are the rules governing those changes? How many instances of post- 
award change requests have there been? How many have been approved? How many 
have been denied? What is the nature of these changes? Describe any patterns that may 
exist in these change requests. For example, is there a pattern of requests for a major 
technology change in the post award period? Does there seem to be a pattern indicating 
that the changes hav'e been instigated by a competitor who lost out when the award was 
made? 

We believe tMs is a programmatic question and therefore would be best answered by the 
agency responsible for administering the program. 
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5. In analy^g post-award change requests, do the changes sought appear to lead to cost 
overruns and delays in setting up systems, or do they save money and speed up 
delh'ery? Is the post-award modification process transparent? Does the public, grantee 
partners/subcontractors find out if changes are requests and for what reason? What is 
the process for appealing such modification requests? 

We believe this is a programmatic question and therefore would be best answered by the 
agency responsible for administering the program. 
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6. Shouldn’t there be a “de minimis” rule for post-award changes? For example, it is 
presumed that the Agency did a thorough job of analysis and made its award based on 
that analysis. Allowing a major change such as a complete change in technolt^ after 
the award would not seem warranted absent extraordinary extenuating circumstances. 
A de minimis rule would mean that only minor and/or technical changes would be 
allowed. Are there any instances in which major changes have been allowed post- 
award? 

We believe this is a programmatic question and therefore would be best answered by the 
agency responsible for administering the program. 
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7. It is important that government money is not misused and spent on over budding 4G in 
areas where there is already coverage from multiple vendors. Any grant process should 
include a check that the buUd does not overlap with esisting infrastructure and that any 
new structures that can be used for rural broadband must be available for sharing by 
both public safety and local/rural operators. Will such safeguards be put in place? 

During the BTOP application process, NTIA performed due diligence in several ways to 
prevent overlapping coverage. Overall, while reviewing grant applications NTIA looked for 
projects that would provide affordable broadband coverage in areas where need was 
demonstrated. For many awards, NTIA considered project recommendations made by state 
governors’ offices. Competitors were also given opportunities to contest the network 
coverage proposed in particular areas. Community anchor institutions, such as schools, 
hbraries, and public safety entities, sent NTIA letters of srgrport to demonstrate the need for 
coverage in their areas. These techniques helped NTIA assess the value of individual projects 
and ensure that there would be as httle overlap in coverage as possible. 

We have been informed that NTIA is currently analyzing overlap with areas funded imder the 
United States Department of Agriculture’s Broadband Initiatives Program (BIP) to identify 
whether duplicative federal funding was given for these projects. Once any areas of overlap 
have been identified, NTIA and BIP should take corrective actions to eliminate it. In the near 
future, as a part of the BTOP program, NTIA plans to evaluate incoming congrlaints about 
overlap and perform overbuild analyses on a case-by-case basis. 

A new broadband mapping tool developed by NTIA (in collaboration with FCC) could be 
used to aid in an overbuild study. As a part of the ARRA funding, approximately 
$300 million (to be spent over 5 years) was given to NTIA to develop and maintain a 
publicly available national broadband map (www.broadbandmap.gov). This map will be 
updated over the next 5 years, as new broadband services become available. The purpose of 
the map is to identify where broadband coverage is available in the United States and which 
providers offer service in any given region. 
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8. To ensure that grantees do not waste money on solutions that do not interoperate, any 
new build should be based on 4G technology as defined by IMT-2000 and IMT- 
Advanced technologies. This means WiMAX and LTE. Innovation is driven by choice 
and competition. Will the government ensure that only standards-based, interoperable 
solutions are permitted? 

We believe this is a programmatic question and therefore would be best answered by the 
agency responsible for administering the program. 
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9. Providing coverage in Rural Areas using 4G technology will require the use of both 
Fixed and Mobile user devices. Fixed devices can provide greater ranger in very rural 
situations. Fixed networks in low density areas must be economical and cannot be 
burdened by excessive overheads (e.g., large mobile network core IP routers). Will the 
process of Grants and Loans ensure that inappropriate and overly costly solutions not 
suited for low density areas are excluded? Will the government include a maximum 
investment per end user metric to ensure this money does not buUd expensive white 
elephants that provide service to only a handful of users? 

We believe this is a programmatic question and therefore would be best answered by the 
agency responsible for administering the program. 
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10. Rural users have long suffered by very slow broadband services pretending to be 

broadband, but which in truth are less than 1 Mbit/s and/or massively over contended. 
To mitigate that problem, will there be a definition of broadband that guarantees 
mini mum service speeds and sharing or contention ratios? Will this initiative ensure 
that services at speed 10 Mbit/s or higher are available to rural users? 

We believe this is a programmatic question and therefore would be best answered by the 
agency responsible for administering the program. 
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11. Public safety networks must be uplink centric, enabling users to send data as well as 
download data. Most carrier networks are downlink centric, designed for streaming 
YouTube or similar services. This arrangement is inappropriate for Public Safety 
where the majority of traCQc is sent from the first responder back to the network (such 
as mobile CCTV). WUl the government ensure that any networks built are focused on 
uplink services that meet the real needs of first responders and do not adopt carrier 
solutions that, w'hilst are 4G, still cannot provide the uplink capacity and services 
required? 

We believe this is a programmatic question and would therefore be best answered by the 
agency responsible for administering the program. 
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The Honorable Greg Walden 

1. Mr. Zinser, when you make a recommendation on how a program might minimize 
waste, fraud or abuse, are they always implemented in a timely fashion, or at all? Do 
you think congressional reporting requirements like in the staff discussion draft would 
be helpful? Should we also set a deadline for the program administrators to make a 
decision on your recommendations? 

In our view, it is not necessary to include a congressional reporting requirement in new 
legislation or to set a deadline for program administrators to make a decision on our audit 
recommendations. The Inspector General Act of 1978, as amended, already requires reports 
to Congress twice a year on the status of om audit resolutions, including those not resolved in 
a timely manner. Commerce’s Audit Tracking System follows the inqilementation of all 
audit recoirunendations we issued to the Department and its operating units. The system 
enables us to see the Department’s progress in implementing our recommendations. Also, the 
Department is responsible for annually reporting the implementation status of our 
reco mm endations in its Performance and Accountability Reports. 

However, if the subcommittee’s interest is to have specific reports about reco mme ndations 
pertaining to programs under their jurisdiction, a separate reporting requirement may be 
preferable. 
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2. Does the fact that 25 percent of the applications granted went to entities that have never 
been a recipient of Federal grant monies increase the risks, of fraud, waste and abuse? 
How significant are those risks? 

Yes, while inexperienced grant recipients are likely to encounter challenges complying with 
BTOP rules and guidelines, their lack of experience may also translate into an increased risk 
of fiaud, waste, and abuse. We believe a combination of opportunity, incentive or pressure, 
and lack of monitoring also creates a greater risk of fraud, waste, and abuse wi thin BTOP. 

Therefore, NTTA must have an effective approach for monitoring its grantees. In our 
November 20 10 report titled Broadband Program Faces Uncertain Funding, and NTIA 
Needs to Strengthen Its Post-Award Operations (report no. OIG-1 1-005-A) we identified 
several ways that NTIA needed to strengthen its post-award monitoring activities, including 
improving the oversight of agreements it made with the National Institute of Standards and 
Technology and the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration grants offices to 
administer BTOP awards, strengthening its documentation of BTOP policies and procedures, 
and completing award monitoring in a more timely and efficient maimer. 

As part of our outreach efforts, our Office of Audit and Evaluation and Office of 
Investigations have provided tra inin g to NTIA staff and recipients on monitoring activities, 
including subrecipient monitoring and fraud awareness. 
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3. You identified some of the risks with programs like BTOP and BIP: bankruptcies, false 
claims, product substitution, substandard products, and subcontracting. Based on your 
experience, what percentage of these grant awards can be expected to have problems 
with waste, fraud, and abuse? What percent of the awarded funds would you expect 
will go unused or be reclaimed? 

We believe this is a programmatic question and would therefore be best answered by the 
agency responsible for administering the program. 
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4. The program rules allow for modifications of projects. Do your respective agencies have 
a process in place to notify the pubiic of significant modifications of project pians? For 
example, is there a chailenge period before modifications are adopted? Do you have an 
oversight role for project modifications? What happens to the obligated money if a 
modification is not approved? 

We believe this is a progranunatic question and therefore would be best answered by the 
agency responsible for a dmini stering the program 
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5. Mr. Zinser, you state you will now look at high-risk projects and determine whether 
they stay on schedule, stay within costs, and provide appropriate technologies to meet 
program objectives. What do yon mean by "appropriate technologies"? What action 
would you take if you determined a project was not on schedule or within costs? How 
far can a project go with cost overruns before it can be halted if we want to prevent 
wasteful expenditures? 

During the application process, BTOP applicants submitted proposed technology approaches 
and detailed budgets identifying the costs associated with their projects. Apphcants proposed 
technologies ranging from routers, switches, optical nodes, and LTE antennas for 
inirastructure projects to computers, printers, scanners, and software for pubhc computer 
center projects. As part of our oversight, we plan to conduct periodic visits to some of the 
sites using these technologies (or examine a sample of sites as part of oiu audits), at which 
time we wiU verify whether the equipment purchased by the grantee is consistent with what 
was submitted to and approved by NTIA. We will also assess whether the purchased 
equipment is obsolete, which could jeopardize the success of the project and would also be 
wasteful spending. 

NTIA has developed several methods to monitor grant recipients’ performance. Recipients 
are required to file quarterly and annual ARRA reports, performance reports, and SF-425 
financial reports to assess the overall financial management and health of each award, to 
ensure BTOP fund expenditures are consistent with the recipient’s anticipated progress, to 
monitor expenditures assuring that all costs are allowable, and to identify and mitigate areas 
of concern or risk to project completion and success. When a recipient’s performance 
becomes a cause for concern, NTIA works with the recipient to create performance 
uiqrrovement plans. While we do not believe firm thresholds for cost ovetrutrs have been 
established, part of our oversight will be to determine whether NTLA’s program and grants 
offices have established adequate processes to identify and correct cost overruns before they 
occur. 

To supplement NTIA’s oversight, we will routinely monitor the bureau’s reports and 
communicate with the BTOP and grants offices to identify any significant variance from 
established targets. If we identify projects that are not on schedule or within cost, we will 
coordinate with these offices to detennine whether prudent actions — which could range from 
recommending the grantee follow an irr^rovement plan to suspending the award — have been 
taken by NTIA and/or the grants office to address recipient performance. If they have not, we 
wiU work with the offices to dete nnin e an appropriate course of action. 
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6. Mr. Zinser, I understand auditing grants at this time is difficult because even though 
the money has been awarded, many projects haven't started and few funds have 
actually been disbursed. What are you planning to do to ensure taxpayer money is not 
misspent and that NTIA conducts vigorous oversight of the recipients? How long will it 
take to determine whether problems are developing and how well the program and its 
oversight are functioning? 

Of all the ARRA programs being managed by the Department’s operating units, STOP 
presents the largest risk. Therefore, we have been proactive in our oversight since the 
program began. This approach has allowed us to immediately identify problems and make 
recommendations for improvements. As part of our oversight, we have identified concerns 
with program office stafiing levels, which could adversely affect their abihty to adequately 
handle applications and the post-award process; difiBculties encountered with the first-round 
apphcation process; the need to strengthen its policies and procedures; and lack of future 
funding for award monitoring. 

We plan to continue our proactive oversight of BTOP. We are currently auditing the 
effectiveness of NTTA’s award monitoring techniques. These techniques include desk 
reviews, which involve NTTA review of project and financial status information, and site 
visits, in which NTTA staff observ'e BTOP projects firsthand. And, as I discussed in my 
written testimony, our audit work for FY 2011 will assess whether the program’s goals are 
being met and whether appropriate steps are being taken to ensme funds are not misspent. 
We plan to review program-specific issues such as matching share and subrecipient 
monitoring as well as complaints and identified risks. 

Future OIG oversight activities continue to be plaimed and may include the following: 

• Assess NTLA’s oversight of the Booz Allen Hamilton contract supporting BTOP 
implementation (and audit claims made by BAH under the contract); 

• Identify high-risk projects to determine whether they are on schedule, staying within 
costs, and providing appropriate technologies to meet program objectives; 

• Submit recipient information to the Recovery Operation Center to screen recipients using 
risk models to determine where to focus our audit efforts; 

• Perform award-specific reviews in response to credible complaints regarding significant 
issues; 

• Review audit reports prepared by independent accountants to determine whether audit 
findings result in disallowed costs that should prompt return to the Department of 
Treasury; 

• Conduct site visits to observe the performance of BTOP projects (and assess whether the 
technology implemented is fiilly operational and meets grant terms); and 

• Review programmatic issues, such as recipient match, that will likely have an impact on 
multiple awards. 
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7. Mr. Zinser, for the second funding round, the ISTIA eliminated the requirement that 
infrastructure projects target unserved or underserved areas. Does this present any 
additional risk to the program awards now that many are going to areas with existing 
service? 

As it awarded funds to applicants in areas with existing service, NTIA analyzed whether each 
proposed funded service area was either unserved or underserved. In cases where there were 
existing providers in a proposed service area, NTIA relied upon letters of support from 
community anchor institutions and other stakeholders wi thin the service area to determine the 
level of need for additional broadband infrastructure. Endorsements from governors and 
elected ofiScials were also taken into consideration. 

Throu^ its due diligence process, NTIA confirmed the viability of these projects and their 
advancement of AREA goals. Therefore, we do not foresee the el imina tion of the unserved 
or underserved requirement will present additional risk to the program. 
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The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

1. Section 3 of the draft legislation requires NTIA and RUS to notify both the House and 
Senate Commerce Committees whenever they receive a notification from an OIG or 
GAO that a grant recipient has “demonstrated an insufficient level of performance or 
has engaged in wasteful or fraudulent spending.” 

a. Do you have any concerns with this type of notification process? 

My office has no specific concerns about this type of notification. Such notification would 
provide a mechanism for the committees to stay apprised of significant issues that arise on 
these projects. We would advise, however, that the notification criteria be designed narrowly 
enough to limi t the notifications to specific high-risk matters. 

b. Will you still be able to continue with the investigation, especially investigations into 
potentially criminal activities such as fraud, if your notification to the NTIA will be 
made public? 

We do not make open investigations public, and there are privacy concerns relating to 
namin g the subjects of investigation at any time, whether the investigation is open or closed. 
Any notification perta inin g to criminal investigations would need to be general enough to 
avoid compromising the investigation process or the privacy of the individuals involved. 
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The Honorable Diana DeGeUe 

1. Based on what you have seen, do satellite based internet service providers present a 
better way to prevent overbuilding in unserved areas? Do satellite based ISPs offer any 
inherent benefits when it comes to monitoring and overseeing grant programs on this 
scale and maintaining program integrity? 

Theoretically, a satellite system would be tbe quickest way to deploy large-scale coverage in 
purely unserved areas while preventing overbuilding. However, satellite-based ISPs have 
limitations when it comes to smaller, denser population areas; they also have poorer records 
of reliability and lower service quality than wireless ISPs or fiber-based networks. 

In general, satellite ISP service provides bandwidths in the range of 256 kilobits per second 
(Kbps) to 5 megabits per second, depending on peak or non-peak-hour traffic. Because the 
second NOFA required the minimum data rates for broadband to be 768 Kbps for downloads 
downstream and 200 Kbps for uploads, it would be difficult for satellite-based ISPs to truly 
qualify as broadband dming peak hours. Therefore, most BTOP applicants did not select 
these technologies because they did not support one of the main purposes of the funding — ^to 
“stimulate the demand for broadband, economic growth, and job creation” in economically 
distressed areas. Since no satellite-based ISPs received BTOP funds, we cannot state 
definitively whether they would have provided any inherent benefits to the grant 
management process. 
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